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No.  28. 


To  1 1 is  Excellency, 


Harrishury,  I'a.,  Janiuny  Sth,  1912. 


The  (loveiiioi'  of  the  (/oiiimuuwealth  of  I’eiiiisylvauia : 


8ir:  The  Pennsylvania  State  Railvoad  ( 'oininission  begs  to  snh- 
niit  this  report  for  the  calendai-  year,  Ibll,  and  in  doing  so  will  re- 
fer only  to  such  matters  as  .seem  to  possess  j)articular  interest  in 
connection  with  its  \\<jrlv  during  the  jiast  year,  and  which  the  Ct)in- 
mission  deems  worthy  of  especial  consideration,  and  the  whole  in  as 
brief  a manner  as  the  subject  will  permit  of. 

The  snbject  of  telejdione  rates  and  service  has  been 
leiephones.  c-oiispicuonsly  prominent  among  the  new  complaints, 
and  the  Commission  has  givim  mnrh  attention  to  it,  not  only  bectinse 
of  the  nnmber  of  the  vomplaints,  but  also  because  of  the  fact  that 
the  telejdione  has  come  into  such  general  tise  that  it  has  jiractically 
become  a common  necessity  of  everyday  life;  and  the  Commission, 
therefore,  feels  the  imjiortance  of  securing  for  the  jmblic  the  best 
jiossible  service  tit  a cost  consistent  with  the  cluiracter  of  the  service 
demanded,  and  equitable  to  all  concerned. 

The  snbject  is  one  presenting  unusutil  difticnlties,  since  it  dilfers  in 
almost  every  essential  element  from  the  characteristics  presented  by 
tho  qnestion  of  rates  of  every  othei-  carrier,  as,  for  exanqde,  the  cost 
of  the  service  increasing  to  the  subscriber  as  the  number  of  subscribers 
on  a given  exchange  increases,  making  the  rates  in  a large  community 
higher  than  those  in  a small  one  jtresenting  the  same  physical  difti- 
cnlties to  be  overcome:  also  the  (juestion  of  distance  and  contour  of 
the  country  through  which  toll  lines  are  constrncted  and  operated; 
and  the  ditference  in  the  quality  of  service  demanded  in  the  dilfereiit 
communities  and  localities.  These  are  some  of  the  elements  met  with 
wdiich  tend  to  render  the  attemjd  at  equalization  of  i-ates  by  any 
rule  generally  ajijilicable  tlironghont  the  State  apjiarently  imjiracti- 
cable. 

After  mnch  consideration  the  only  jiracticable  way  which  the  Com- 
mission could  see  of  determining  the  reasonablene^ss  of  local  rates 
was  on  the  unit  or  local  exchange  basis,  and  thus  taking  iij)  each 
case  as  it  arose  and  making  an  analysis  of  the  conditions  of  tlie  ser- 
vice within  the  limits  of  the  particulai-  exchange  or  locality  in  which 
the  comjdaint  originated.  This  j»lan  has  been  |)roductive  of  aje 
parently  satisfactory  results,  as  is  evidenced  by  tlie  exj)ressions  of 
ajjjn-eciation  i-eceived  from  the  comj)lainants,  as  well  as  by  the  in- 
creased nnmber  of  comjdaints  from  otlier  localities. 
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Convincing  proof  of  the  etficucy  of  this  method  of  ai^proaching 
this  subject  is  the  changed  policy  of  the  telephone  companies,  con- 
spicuously the  Bell  Telephone  Company  of  Pennsylvania  and  the 
American  Telephone  and  Telegraph  Company,  which  do  the  larger 
part  of  the  telephone  business  within  the  Commonwealth,  whose 
rates  and  tolls  have,  during  the  past  year,  undergone  an  entire  revi- 
sion and  alteration,  with  the  purpose  in  view  of  etfecting  uniformity 
in  rates  and  tolls  upon  a fixed  basis  of  operating  cost  for  each  ex- 
change or  district  grouping  or  classifying  the  exchanges  or  districts 
according  to  similarity  of  construction,  operating  conditions  and 
quality  of  service  demanded.  The  difficulty  of  effecting  this  is  ap- 
parent for  the  reason  that  it  is  liard  to  determine  the  exact  cost  of 
plant  and  maintenance  of  any  given  exchange  or  district  as  a unit, 
uncoiinecled  and  unassociated  with  every  other  unit;  each  being  so 
essentially  a part  of  the  whole,  and  each  presenting  its  own  particu- 
lar characteristics,  it  is  necessary  in  the  attemi)t  to  regulate  these 
rates  to  make  liaste  slowly,  so  that  an  acciirate  and  equitable  basis 
of  rates  may  l)e  arrived  at,  which  can  only  be  accomplished,  it  may 
be,  after  repeated  efforts. 

The  attempt  at  equalization  which  has  been  made  by  these  com- 
panies is  a commendable  effort  in  the  right  direction  and,  if  persisted 
in,  will  eventually  result  in  the  object  sought  being  attained.  The 
Commission  is,  therefore,  of  the  opinion  that  the  fixing  of  telephone 
rates  and  tolls  by  legislative  enactment  is  not,  at  present,  at  least, 
feasible,  owing  to  Ihe  peculiar  conditions  presented  by  that  business; 
and  because  such  rates  can  best  be  adjusted  to  the  equities  of  the 
situation  by  careful  study  of  the  conditions  presented  in  each  lo- 
cality. 

The  Commission  is  pleased  to  acknowledge  the  prompt  compliance 
of  all  the  telephone  companies  wilh  every  recommendation  and  sug- 
gestion made  by  it,  and  in  this  state  of  things  looked  forward  to  the 
realization  of  a service  and  rates  which  will  be  alike  satisfactory  to 
Ihe  public  and  justly  remunerative  to  the  company. 

Two  unusual  cases  of  discrimination  upon  this  subject  passed  upon 
by  Ibis  Commission  were  filed  by  the  Johnstown  Telephone  Company 
and  the  Petroleum  Telephone  Company  against  the  Bell  Telephone 
Company  of  Pennsylvania  alleging  discrimination  by  granting  a 
period  of  free  service  to  new  subscril)ers.  The  recommendation  of 
the  Commission  will  be  foimd  under  Appendix  A. 

A case  presenting  a question  of  special  interest  to 
isovei  Questions.  private  car  owners  is  that  of  Thomas  Car- 

lin A Bons  Comjiany  where  the  railroad  company  charged  demurrage 
upon  their  jirivate  car  standing  uijon  their  own  track  in  their  works, 
in  which  the  (’ommission,  upon  an  ex  parte  presentation  of  the  pecu- 
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liar  J'aoLs  and  circiuastanre.s  of  the  ease  advised  the  iiniuirers  that 
it  did  not  think  the  deinnrrage  charge  in  this  instance  correct.  See 
Case  No.  5G2. 

During  the  month  of  July,  lt)fl,  complaints  were  i-eceiyed  from  J. 
F.  Ziegenfuss  and  other  milk  dealers  in  the  city  of  Philadelphia, 
stating  that,  owing  to  refusal  of  the  Philadelphia  and  Heading  Hail- 
way Company  to  install  refrigerator  cars  for  the  shipment  of  milk, 
they  had  been  subjected  to  serious  loss,  as  the  milk,  while  shipped  at 
a proper  temperature,  was  delivered  in  the  city  of  Philadeli)hia  at  a 
temperature  above  that  which  the  health  authorities  of  that  city  re- 
quired. 

A hearing  was  held  at  which  the  complainants  and  respondent  were 
represented.  An  adjournment  was  finally  taken  so  as  to  furnish  all 
the  shippers  of  milk,  namely,  the  producers  along  the  line  of  the  re- 
spondent company,  who  were  interested  iiarties,  an  opportunity  toj^^e 
heard.  Subsequent  to  the  call  for  another  hearing,  and  prior  to  its 
being  held,  a communication  was  received  from  the  respondent  stat- 
ing that  commencing  with  the  heated  term  of  the  summer  of  1912  re- 
frigerator cars  would  be  placed  in  service  for  the  transportation  of 
milk. 

Last  fall  complaints  were  received  from  various  points  near  Phila- 
delphia alleging  that  the  Pennsylvania  Hailroad  and  the  Philadelphia 
and  Reading  Railway  Companies  had  increased  their  suburban  fares 
to  an  almost  prohibitory  rate.  A hearing  was  held  in  Philadelphia, 
but  at  the  request  of  counsel  for  the  complainants,  who  stated  that 
they  were  not  ready  to  i)roceed,  the  hearing  was  adjourned  and  con- 
tinued to  JanuaiT  22ud,  1912. 

Last  spring  the  report  of  the  Commission’s  experts, 
sniet^^B^iways  Ford,  Hacon  and  Davis,  of  New  York,  in  the 

case  of  the  complaint  of  the  Evening  Telegraph  of  Phila- 
delphia with  respect  to  the  street  railway  situation  in  that  city,  was 
received  and  published,  and  extensive  changes  have  since  been  un- 
dertaken by  the  Transit  Company  along  the  lines  suggested  in  said 
report,  which,  it  is  confidently  hoped,  will  result  in  a greatly  im- 
proved service. 

The  complainant  has  advised  the  Commission  that  "we  are  im- 
pressed with  both  the  findings  and  thoroughness  of  the  investigation, 
and  consider  the  matter  satisfactorily  closed  insofar  as  we  are  con- 
cerned.” 

The  Company  reports  that  five  hundred  cars  of  a new  type,  an 
improvement  on  those  which  have  been  installed  on  the  12th  and  IGth 
Street  line,  have  been  ordei-ed  and  will  be  ])laced  in  service  as 
soon  as  completed,  which  cars  should  and,  no  doubt,  will  contribute 
greatly  to  the  comfort,  health  and  convenience  of  Hie  travelling  pub- 
lic. 
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The  Trausit  Company  lias  increased  its  organization  and  also  se- 
cured the  services  of  a recognized  export  in  street  railway  manage- 
ment, has  enlarged  its  jiower  jilant,  and  has  undertaken  comprehen- 
sive plans  for  improvement  along  all  lines,  which  should  result,  in 
the  alleviation  of  the  troubles  and  discomfort  incident  to  street  rail- 
way travel  in  congested  districts.  tVith  these  facilities  it  will  be  en- 
abled, through  an  intelligent  re-routing  and  increase  of  its  cars  so 
as  to  atford  a much  greater  percentage  of  cars  in  the  congested  dis- 
tricts during  the  nisli  hours,  to  relieve  much  of  the  congestion  now 
(‘omjilained  of. 

The  suggestions  for  the  improvement  of  this  service,  a summary  of 
which  will  be  found  in  xVppendix  11,  are  vei‘.y  comprehensive  and  de- 
tailed, and  it  will  i-eipiin^  time,  money,  and  great  patience  and 
energy  to  carry  them  into  elfect.  Some  of  the  imjirovements  under- 
taken are  nearing  completion  vhile  others  ai-e  only  begun,  so  that 
it  is  impossible  at  tins  time  to  indicate  with  accuracy  the  result  of 
the  Company’s  efforts.  So  far,  howevei-,  as  the  [(ro])osed  increase  in 
the  number  <d’  cars  and  iiu|)rovemenf  in  the  same  are  concerned,  if 
the  advices  of  various  complaiiiauls  and  othms  which  have  been  re- 
ceived by  the  Commission  are  to  be  accejtled  as  a correct  indication 
of  the  genei-al  sentiment,  tluw  are  most  satisfactory. 

'l'b(‘  sch(*duh‘s  of  accidents,  lomid  in  .Ap[)endices  li. 
.cccideiita.  ^ report,  indicate  no  substantial 

variation  in  the  number  of  persons  annually  killed  and  injured  at 
gi-ade  cntssings  and  by  trespassing  upon  tbe  i-ailroad  tracks,  there 
having  been  six  hundred  and  forty-one  trespassers  and  eighty  persons 
at  grade  crossings  killed  and  five  hundred  and  eighty-five  trespassers 
and  one  hundred  and  eighty-six  ])ersons  at  grade  crossings  injured, 
during  tho  past  year. 

These  two  causes  of  accidents  have  always  been  legarded  by  this 
Commission  as  among  those  most  necessary  of  attention,  and,  if  pos- 
sible, of  elimination.  For  that  reason  the  proijosed  act,  making 
trespassing  a misdemeanoi-,  punishable  by  a small  tine  or  inii)idson- 
ment,  and  the  aia-est  of  any  ]»ei-son  so  trespassing  mandatory  upon 
I he  peace  ofticei-s  of  the  Commonwealth,  was  recommended  by  the 
Commission  in  its  first  annual  rej)ort.  Experience  has  shown 
that  police  and  other  otlicers  will  not  arrest  such  tresi)assers  unless 
they  are  reciuired  to  do  so,  nor  are  justices  and  magistrates,  as  a rule, 
inclined  to  enforce  the  present  law. 

The  elimination  of  grade  crossings,  with  their  attendant  evils, 
ranking  next  to  trespassing,  as  they  do,  in  the  number  of  lives  lost, 
should  have  the  early  attention  of  the  Legislature. 

An  act  i>assed  by  the  last  liegislature  relating  to  the  location,  con- 
struction and  maintenance  of  viaducts  and  bridges  in  townships  of 
the  first  class,  and  adjacent  territory,  approved  June  15th,  1911,  sup- 
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jileiiieiiting  and  extending'  the  law  theretofore  in  foree  as  to  Ihe  rights 
of  certain  ninnici[)alities  in  this  direction,  iiiav  rendei'  possible  the 
eliniination  of  grade  ci-ossings  in  certain  instances. 

Under  the  head  of  “ Investigated  .Vccidents”  ^\’ill  he  tonnd  rejtorts 
of  a rejtresentative  of  the  (’oiinuission  of  accidents,  \\hich,  in  the  judg- 
ment of  Ihe  Commission,  jnstitied  special  consideration.  In  two  spe- 
cific cases  fatalities  occurred  to  patrons  on  the  line  of  the  LMiiladel- 
phia  Ifapid  Transit  Company  because  of  the  assignment  of  compara- 
tively inexjierieiiced  imdoi-men  to  I'outes  characterized  by  sharp 
curves  and  heavy  grades.  The  attention  of  the  pr<»iiei-  officials  being 
called  to  this  matter  with  a recommendation  that  exi)erienced  em- 
jiloyees  Ik*  assigned  to  those  runs,  the  im]H)rtance  of  Ihe  Commission's 
I'iew  was  readily  understood  and  the  recommendation  promptly 
carried  into  effect. 

The  promptness  w ilh  \\  hich  the  common  carriers  ha\e  complied  with 
Ihe  I'ecommendat ions  of  this  CommissifUi  lacking,  as  it  does,  any 
])ower  of  direct  enforcement  of  its  recommendations,  but  relying 
i-ather  ujam  the  great  force  of  public  opinion  which  is  elicited  by  mak- 
ing jmirlic  the  subject  matter  of  the  couijilaints  brought  before  it,  by 
holding  its  meetings  open  to  the  puldic,  and  by  the  imblication  of  its 
i-ecommendations,  and  also  ujion  an  ajipreciation  of  i-ight  and  justice 
on  the  part  of  the  carriers,  would  seem  to  indicate  a genuine  ])ublic 
interest  in  the  work  of  the  Commission  and  a disposition  on  the  jtart 
of  the  common  carriers  of  the  State  to  co-o])erate  in  improving  the 
conditions  of  public  service  to  meet  Ihe  demands  rtf  a just  public  sen- 
timent. 

An  act  aiming  at  the  jirotection  of  traveleis  and  employees  from 
accident  was  approved  June  Ibth,  Ibll  and  is  ]to])ularly  known  as 
the  “Full  Crew'’  Act.  This  law  jtrovides  that  a crew  of  six  or  more 
jtersons  shall  be  maintained  on  all  freight  trains  consisting  of  more 
than  thirty  cars,  being  one  extra  brakeman : and  a crew  of  not  less 
than  five  jtassrmgers  on  passenger  trains  of  not  more  than  three  jtass- 
enger  coaches  and  one  baggagr'  car,  and  a crew  of  not  less  than  six 
men  on  trains  consisting  of  four  or  morr*  passenger  coaclu^s  and  one 
baggage  car,  being  one  brakeman  in  addition  to  the  flagman. 

Xo  action  has  beim  taken  by  this  Commission  for  Ihe  enforcement 
of  this  act  because  its  constitutionality  has  been  assailed  by  many 
of  the  i-ailroads  allected  by  it  in  proceedings  instituted  against  the 
Commission  to  restrain  it  from  enforcing  its  ])i‘ovisions,  which  cases 
have  not  yet  been  determined  by  the  Court.  If  the  act  is  upheld  by 
the  Court  it  will  then  be  the  duty  (tf  this  Commission  to  enfoi-ce  its 
provisions.  The  Commission  understands,  however,  that  jicnding 
such  decisions  the  railroad  comjyanies  are  generally  coui])lving  with 
the  act, 
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Boiler  Inspection. 


The  abrogation  Ity  this  Commission  of  the  rules  and 
regulations  governing  inspection  of  locomotive  boilers, 
adopted  jointly  l»y  the  Commissions  of  New  York,  Ohio  and  Pennsyl- 
vania, and  the  acceptance  in  lien  thereof  of  the  rules  of  the  Inter- 
state Commerce  Commission,  and  duplicates  of  the  reports  made  to 
it,  was  directed  because  the  Federal  rules  and  regulations  are  almost 
identical  with  the  former,  and,  therefore,  it  seemed  to  be  an  unneces- 
sary duplication  of  work  to  require  the  railroad  companies  of  this 
State  to  report  to  this  Commission  on  different  forms. 

Eeference  is  hereby  made  to  what  was  said  in  our  last  annual  re- 
port under  the  head  of  'Ttecommendations'’  particularly  with  a view 
of  emphasizing  the  desirability  of  so  amending  the  Act  as  to  place 
the  burden  of  jiroof  upon  the  carrier  in  case  of  a failure  to  comply 
with  a recommendation  made  by  the  ( 'ommission._ 

The  experieiu'e  of  the  Commission  with  ('omplaints  against  the 
charges  of  express  companies  suggests  that  (he  ju-inciple  applied  to 
railroads  and  canal  com])auies  by  the  constitutional  and  statutory 
prohibitions,  of  a greater  charge  for  a short  than  for  a longer  haul  of 
like  commodities  in  the  same  direction  over  the  same  lines,  should 
also  be  made  applicable  to  exj>ress  charges.  Why  the  same  regula- 
tion is  not  just  and  fair  in  the  latter  case,  if  it  is  in  the  former,  is  not 
apparent.  And  a like  restriction  in  telej)hone  rates  might  also  be  ad- 
visable. 

The  railway  ma[)s  of  the  State,  referred  to  in  the  Commission’s  last 
report,  are  nearing  completion  and  will,  doubtless,  be  in  the  hands 
of  the  Commission  before  this  report  is  i)rinted.  Much  delay  resulted 
from  the  voluminous  correspondence  necessary  with  the  map  makers 
relative  to  minor  points  and  details  of  the  ma]»s.  It  is  hoped,  and 
confidently  expected,  that  these  ma])s,  showing  all  the  railroads  and 
street  railways  of  the  State,  will  meet  the  ex})ectations  of  the  Com- 
mission and  the  iniblic. 

A statement  in  detail  of  (he  traveling  expenses  and  disbursements 
of  the  Commission,  its  officers,  cleiks  and  experts,  is  submitted  in 
Aj)pendix  (7. 

The  Act  creating  the  ('ommission  is  ])rinted  in  Apj)])endix  I,  and  the 
Kules  of  Practice  adopted  by  the  (Jommission  to  govern  procedure 
before  it  will  be  found  in  Appendix  -/. 

Pespectfully  submitted, 

NATHANIEL  EWING, 


Chairman. 


CHAS.  N.  NANN, 
IMILTON  J.  BEECIIT. 


APPENDIX  “A.” 


Table  of  complaints  filed  during  the  year  ending  December  31st,  1911. 


Report  of  complaints  adjudicated  during  1911,  including  complaints 
unfinished  December  31st,  1910. 
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•11:1.  .1.  T.  Sayics,  et  al , 
vs. 

Susquehanna  & New  York  Kailroad 
< 'ompany, 

Northeni  Central  Kaihvay  ( ’o. 

541.  E,  I’.  Iturl'er, 
vs. 

r.ake  Shore  A .Michigan  Soutlieru 
Railway  ( 'oinpany. 

515.  J.  Shott, 
vs. 

Sliarp.sville  Railroaii  ('onipany. 

•11(1.  •Jaeoh.son  Rrothers 
vs. 

M'elis-Fa rgo  A Company  E.vpress. 

517.  A.  ( '.  Diine.an 
v.s. 

W’ells-Fargo  A Coiii|iany  Exiiress. 

•118.  Ceorg'e  C.  Meyer 

\'S. 

Bellofonto  Cenlral  Itailroad  Com- 
pany. 

519.  Residents  of  Elmwood 
vs. 

Soiilhwestern  Street  Railway  Com- 
pany. 

550.  Residents  of  Rottsgn.ve 
vs. 

Rhiladelphi.i  A Reading  Railway 
( limpany. 

•5.51.  Chas.  A.  .Idnins 
vs. 

I’hiladelphia  A Reading  Railway 
( 'ompany. 

552.  Residents  of  Austin 
vs. 

Potato  ( 'reek  Railroad  Company. 

55.1.  James  M.  YanSant 
vs. 

Tlie  Philadelphia  A Reading  Rail- 
way Company. 


Abandonment  of  passenger  and  freight 
station  at  P.odine,  I’a. 


Overchar, ge  in  pa.ssenger  fare  between 
Pittsburgh,  Pa.,  and  Huffalo,  N.  Y. 


I allure  to  refund  overcharge  collected 
when  passenger  |iays  fare  on  train. 

Alleged  discrimination  in  shipment.^  of 
liquor. 

.\lle.ged  overcharge'  on  shipment  of  express 
matter. 

Discrimination  in  matler  of  demurrage. 


Inadequate  transportation  accommoda- 
tions. 


TnefRcient  train  sei'vice  on  Cniawissa 
I!  ranch. 


Closing  of  station  at  certain  hours  If  the 
inconvenience  of  the  public. 


In  re  passenger  and  freight  service. 


In  re  regulations  governing  the  loading  of 
milk. 


(10) 
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5.14.  James  F.  Scott  and  John  McCune 
vs. 

The  Baltimore  & Ohio  Eailroad 
Company. 

555.  Coatesville  Boiler  M’orks 
vs. 

The  Ihmnsylvania  Bailroad  Com- 
pany. 

55G.  IVillis  Geist  Newbold 
vs. 

The  Central  I’enn’a  Traction  Com- 
pany. 

557.  The  IVilkoff  Brothers  Company 

vs. 

Pittsburgh,  Cincinnati,  Chicago  & 
St.  Louis  Railways  Company. 

558.  W.  S.  Manley,  et  al, 

vs. 

Central  Pennsylvania  Traction  Com- 
pany. 

5.59.  John  J.  Kenney 
vs. 

Central  Railroad  Company  of  New 
Jersey, 

Delaware  & Hudson  Company. 

5(i0.  George  B.  Bell 
vs. 

The  Philadelphia  Rapid  Transit 
Company. 

.501.  Chas.  L.  Hood 
vs. 

Pittsburgh  & Lake  Erie  Railroad 
Company. 

5(i2.  Thos.  Carlin  Son  Company 
vs. 

The  Baltimore  & Ohio  Railroad 
Company. 

50M.  1'.  AV.  Sharp 
vs. 

T.ehigh  Valley  Transit  Company. 

504.  The  Fox  Silica  Sand  & Stone  Com- 

pany 

vs. 

The  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Com- 
pany. 

505.  Department  of  Charities,  Pittsburgh 

vs. 

The  Penn'a  Railroad  Co., 

The  Baltiraore  i*!:  Ohio  R.  R.  t^o. 


I’etition  to  replace  two  grade  crossings 
in  Somerset  county. 


Alleged  excessive  rate  for  movement  of 
cai-s  between  plant  of  complainant  and 
the  Coatesville  Foundry  & Machine 
Company. 

In  re  sclu'diile  and  inadequate  equipment 
on  the  Reservoir  Park  line. 


Overcharge  on  shipment  of  two  cars  of 
cinder  from  AVashington  to  Alt.  Dallas, 
Pa. 

Rate  of  fare,  Rockville  to  Harrisburg, 
Pa. 


Inadequate  train  service. 


Service  on  cars  running  northward  on 
03rd  Street. 


Rates  on  market  trains. 


Demurrage  charges  on  private  car  placed 
on  private  siding. 


Rate  of  fare  from  lane  below  Fort  AA'ash- 
ington  to  the  works  near  Ambler. 

Alleged  excessive  rate  on  sand  from  Da- 
guscahouda  to  Kane,  Pa. 


Charity  Rates. 


14J  ANXUxVL  REF 

55G.  T.  A.  Y.  Hodgson 
vs. 

Central  Railroad  Company  of  New 
Jersey. 

507.  Rorough  of  Butler 
vs. 

Baltimore  & Ohio  R.  R.  Co., 
Bessemer  & Lake  Erie  R.  R.  Co. , 
Butler  Passenger  Rwy.  Co. 

5UN.  New  York  Central  & St.  Louis  Rail- 
road Company 
vs. 

Claim  of  The  Walker  Sand  Co. 

5GU.  S.  A.  Fishhurn 
vs. 

The  I’hiladelphia  & Reading  Rail- 
way Company. 

570.  II.  Freund  & Company 

vs. 

Adams  Express  Company. 

571.  Frank  Mettfett  & Brother 

vs. 

'riie  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Com- 
pany. 

572.  Northeast  Independent  Teleidione 

Company 

vs. 

Telephone  Companies. 

573.  The  Patton  Company 

vs. 

The  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Com- 
pany. 

574.  G.  Elmer  Deitrick 

vs. 

Lehigh  Valley  Railroad  Co. 

575.  F.  S.  Denison 

vs. 

Schuylkill  YAlley  Traction  Company. 

570.  Edward  U.  Smith 
vs. 

Pittsburgh  & Charleroi  Street  Rail- 
way Company. 

577.  Indiana  Foundry  Company,  Ltd., 
vs. 

The  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Com- 


URT  OF  THIS  • Off.  Doc. 

Closing  of  Hazard  Station. 


Petition  for  betterment  of  street  car  ser- 
vice and  elimination  of  grade  crossings. 


Refund  on  shipment  of  moulding  sand, 
Fail-view,  Pa.,  to  Erie,  Pa. 


Refund  of  .$1.00  demurrage  charges. 


Alleged  overcharge  for  shippment  of  pack- 
age from  Philadelphia  to  Tarentum. 

Excessive  icing  charges. 


Refusal  to  send  or  receive  messages  on 
account  of  fear  of  disconnection  by  the 
American  Union  Long  Distance  Com- 
pany. 

Refusal  to  refund  overcharge  on  carload 
of  lumber. 


Alleged  inadequate  passenger  train  ac- 
commodation between  Sayre  and  Tunk- 
hannock. 

Tn  re  service  and  equipment. 


Alleged  excessive  fare. 


Alleged  excessive  rate  on  scrap  iron  from 
Vintondale  to  Indiana. 


pany. 
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578.  Pennsylvania  Fire  Prick  Co. 
vs. 

New  York  Central  & Hudson  River 
Railroad  Company. 

In  re  classification  of  steel  castings 
shipped  from  Clearfield  to  Peech  Creek. 

579.  W.  II.  Druckmillcr 
vs. 

Western  ^Maryland  Railroad  Com- 
pany. 

In  re  rate  of  fare,  Chambersburg  to  Han- 
over, I’a. 

580.  Oeorge  M.  Trimble 
vs. 

Adams  Express  Com|)any. 

In  re  express  charges. 

5SL  F.  W.  Tunnel  A C'ompany 
vs. 

Tlie  I’ennsylvania  Kailroad  ( 'om- 
liany. 

Rat(‘S  on  fertilizers  from  Phihnlelphia  to 
points  in  'rioga  county. 

5St.’.  .1.  lx.  .Mo.sser  A ('omiiauy 
vs. 

Lebigti  \’alle.v  Railroad  < 'o. 

In  re  freight  rate. 

5Sd.  Lewis  F.  Castor 
vs. 

Pennsylvania  Railroad  t.'o. 

Fr<'ight  rates  oti  shipments  of  a carriage 
fium  TreiRon , N.  J. , to  FrankOrrd , 
Pa. 

.584.  Horace  L.  Jacobs 
vs. 

City  Passenger  Railway  ('ompan.v  ot 
Altoona. 

Refusal  of  conductor  to  accept  tickets  for 
fa re-tratisfer  privileges. 

585.  11.  F.  Clayton,  and  W.  E.  Ilexa- 
mer 

vs. 

Pbiladelpliia  Rapid  'I’l'ansil  Com- 
pany. 

In  re  unheated  cars. 

580.  Sanmel  Calvin  Smith 
vs. 

The  Pennsylvania  R.  R.  Co. 

Ret retichment  policy  inaiigitrated  causing 
delay  to  passenger  train  service. 

587.  Stromber.g  Carlton  Telei)hone  .Uann- 
facturing  Company 
vs. 

Pell  Telephone  Company. 

Refusal  to  connect  with  private  exchange 
unless  customer  accepts  the  Western 
Electric  Company's  type  of  switch- 
board eiiui[)inent. 

588.  0.  C.  Mutschler 
vs. 

Pennsylvania  Railroad  Co. 

Stop-over  privileges  on  excursion  ticket. 

589.  P.  L.  Row 
vs. 

I’ennsylvania  Railroad  Co. 

Refund  of  amount  paid  into  Relief  Fund. 

590.  Oeorge  W.  M'illiams 
vs. 

New  York  Central  A Hudson  River 
Railroad  Company. 

Station  ac<‘ommodations  at  Stokesdale 
Junction. 

Off.  Doc. 
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591.  Citizens  of  Hazards,  Carbon  Co., 

I’cun’a. , 
vs. 

Central  Itailroad  Company  of  New 
.Jersey. 

592.  H.  J.  Frye 

vs. 

Huntingdon  & Broad  Top  1C  IC  Co. 

593.  W.  C.  Drake 

vs. 

Altoona  & I.ogan  Valley  Electric 
Itaihvay  Company. 

594.  John  Heatlieote 

vs. 

.Vd.ams  Express  C’ompany. 

595.  r..  .H.  .Mace 

vs. 

I’liiladelphiu  A Beading  Railway 
Com])any. 

59tl.  W.  (\  Ea<lerer's  I'airlage  Factory 
vs. 


IVithdrawal  of  train  service  at  Hazards. 


Back  of  shipping-  facilities  at  sidings  at 
Cipher  and  Hopewell. 

Refusal  to  accept  transfer. 


Delivery  Jimils  in  ('ity  of  Harrisburg. 


Regulation.s  i-egarding-  service  in  buffet 
ca  rs. 


Weight  of  carload  of  goods. 


597.  .T(dm  F.  Beighley 

\’S. 

The  I ‘enusylvania  R.  U.  < 'o. 

,59S.  Oeorge  Johnson,  and  I<h-ank 
Itidgley 
vs. 

Bell  Teleiihone  Company. 

59f).  Baltimore  & Ohio  R.  R.  Co. 
vs. 

Claim  of  G.  G.  Stitzinger  & 
New  Castle,  I’a. 

009.  Baltimore  & Ohio  It.  It.  Co. 
vs. 

Claim  of  .Vmerican  Sheet  & 
I'lat(“  Company. 

001.  A.  S.  Brinser 

\s. 

The  Bennsylvania  Railroad  ( 
pnny. 

002.  B.  H.  .Morris 

vs. 

I’hiladelphia  & Reading  Railwn 
Company. 

(!0.“,.  M'm.  H.  Stonebraker 
vs. 

The  Pullman  Comtvan.v. 


Inade(|uale  passenger  and  freight  facili- 
ties at  .Vrdara,  Westmoreland  county. 
Pa. 

W.  Refusal  to  r('uew  contract  for  teleidione 
ser\'ice  e.xce|)t  at  inci-eased  rate. 


Reparation  on  lumber  to  .Vlicia  Mines 
I.ock  No.  .5,  Pa. 

Co., 

Refund  on  rate  on  48  cars  sheet  bars — ■ 
Bessemer  to  ( 'onnellsville. 

Tin 

Danger  to  passengers  at  Bainbridgo  Sta- 
tion, due  to  speed  of  trains  jiassing 
iom-  that  point. 

Discrimination  in  5 and  lOe  package  de- 
livery system. 


Seat  rate  on  slee]dng  car — Johnstown  to 
.-Vltoona. 
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(>04.  Walker  Electric  Company 
vs. 

Baltimore  & Ohio  llailrofhl  Com- 
pany. ' ' ’ 

605.  John  llohenadel,  C.  L.  Dykes  and 

J.  W.  Flanagan 
vs. 

The  1‘hiladelphia  & Beading  Bail- 
way Company. 

606.  Harry  J.  Shoemaker 

vs. 

Bucks  County  Electric  Bwy.  Co., 
New  Jersey  & Penu'a  Traction  Co. 

David  Baughman 
vs. 

The  I’ennsylvauia  Bailroad  Com- 
pany. 

60S.  W.  Williams 
vs. 

Delaware  & Hudson  Company. 

600.  'I'he  Berkehile  1. umber  ('o. , 
vs. 

J'he  Baltimore  iV  (Hiio  Bailroad 
( 'orupany. 

610.  Bidge  \'iew  Sand  Company 

vs. 

The  Benn’a  Bailroad  Co. 

611.  Mesta  Machine  Company 

vs. 

The  Penn'a  Bailroad  Co. 

612.  Chas.  J.  Glunz 

vs. 

Eastern  Penn'a  Bailways  Co. 

613.  Besidents  along  the  Bight-of-way 

of  the  South  Penn’a  Bailroad 
Company 
vs. 

South  Penn'a  Bailway  Co. 

614.  IV.  K.  Myers 

vs. 

Philadel])hia  & B(‘ading  Railwa.v 
Company. 

<115.  Allentown  Portland  Cement  Com- 
pany 
vs. 

Delaware,  Eacka wanna  & Western 
Railroad  Co.. 

Philadelphia  & Reading  Railway  Co. 

2 


Cla-ssihciltion  'of  shipment. 


Location  of  East  Falls  Station. 


Connections  at  Newtown. 


Dangeianis  approaches  to  station  at  Ir- 
win, AVestmoreland  county,  I’enn'a. 


Burning  over  farm  lands  by  sparks 
thrown  from  locomotives. 

Bate  on  sand Somerset  (o  Acosta. 


Bate  on  sand  -Walnut  Bend  to  Pitts- 
burgh. 

Classification  of  shiiunent  of  billets — 
Pittsburg!)  to  Ilomesteail,  I’euu’a. 

Bate  of  fare  within  th(>  borough  limits  of 
Pottsville,  Pa. 

■\ba tidotitnent  of  constnii-tion  operations. 


Petition  for  change  in  lootlion  of  Hunters 
Bun  Station. 


Befusal  to  make  .ioint  rate  of  $1.25  per 
ton  on  cement — Evansville  tf>  Scranton. 


Off.  Doc. 


J6  A-XXILU.  ItlOroUT,  Ol'' .THEl,, 


<;10.  1‘lioenix  Iron  Worka  ; 

vs. 

Erie  liailroad  Corapanj. 

Alleged  cvercLarge  on  freight  rate  on 
coke — Clare,  Penn’a,  to  Meadville, 

I’enr'a, 

(J17.  Sulzberger  & Sons  Co.,'  ' ' ' ' 

vs. 

riiiladelpliia  & Heading  Rwy.  Co. 

Overcharge  on  shipment  of  horse-radish — 
Philadelphia  to  Hazleton,  Penn’a. 

G18.  John  A.  iMagee  & Son 
vs. 

I'enn’a  Southern  Railroad  Co. 

E.xcessive  rates. 

OR).  Wilmer  iM.  Webb 
vs. 

The  I’enn'a  Railroad  Co. 

Checking  of  bicycle. 

020.  Borough  of  O'he.swick 
vs. 

Allegheny  N’alley  Stn-et  Railway 
Company. 

Rates  of  fare. 

021.  1.  Kahanowitz 
vs. 

Central  Di.sli'irl  &.  Pi-iutiug  'Tele- 
graph ( 'onipaliy. 

-\ileged  disei'iminati(jn  in  rates  charged 
lor  yearly  telephone  service. 

022.  .J.  W.  Park 
vs. 

.\danis  E.xprt'ss  Co. 

R-diisal  of  Expi'ess  Company  to  accej)! 
shipment  of  eggs  except  only  at  owner's 
risk  (d'  damage. 

(!2.'t.  Afrs.  Elizabeth  .1.  Kesler 
vs. 

Eehigh  N'.alley  'Tran.sit  ( 'o. 

Abandonment  of  trolley  stoii  at  llohe. 

<124.  Borough  of  Midway 

T)nngerons  condition  of  overhead  cross- 

vs. 

Pittsburgh,  Cincinnati,  Chicago  A 
St.  Louis  Rwy.  Co. 

ing. 

02.O.  New  Wilmington  Telephone  Co. 
vs. 

American  Union  Telephone  Co. 

Refusal  to  pennit  connections  with  North 
East  Independent  Telephone  Comjjany. 

<120.  R.  C.  Reynolds 
vs. 

Lehigh  & New  England  R.  R.  Co. 

' Abandonment  of  passenger  service  on  the 
Saylorsburg  branch. 

027.  Residents  of  Sherwood  & Angora 
vs. 

The  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Co. 

Inadequate  schedule  and  excessive  fare 
from  Angora  Station  to  Broad  Street. 

028.  Romberger  & Cook 
vs. 

The  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Co. 

Delay  in  making  delivery  of  shipment  of 
horses. 

02!).  Ohio  Iron  A Metal  Co., 
vs. 

Pittsburgh,  Chartiers  A Youghio- 
gheny  Railroad  Co. 

Switching  charge. 
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(iSO.  Williamsport  & Xorth  llraucli  Rail- 
road Company 
vs. 

Claim  of  A.  C.  Little  & Son. 

631.  William  II.  Sailor 

vs. 

I'biladelphia  Rapid  Transit  Com- 
pany. 

632.  Logan  Valley  Grange 

vs. 

Altoona  & Logan  Valley  Electric 
Railway  Company. 

633.  George  W.  Mutschler 

vs. 

I’hiladelphia  & Reading  Railway 
Company. 

634.  Charles  E.  Simmington 

vs. 

Philadelphia  Rapid  Transit  Com- 
pany. 

635.  Samuel  C.  Weeks 

vs. 

Johnstown  Telephone  Company. 

636.  G.  Ijouis  McFetridge 

vs. 

• Allegheny  I'alley  Street  Railway 
Company. 

637.  B.  V.  Taylor 

vs. 

The  Baltimore  & Ohio  Railroad 
Company. 

()3S.  Borough  of  Ridley  I’ark 
vs. 

Baltimore  A Ohio  Railroad  Com- 
pany. 

639.  Ditz  & IMooney  Hardware  Com- 

pany 

vs. 

I’ennsylvania  Southern  Railroad 
Company. 

640.  S.  M.  O.  Kinney 

v.s. 

Jolinstown  Tele[)hone  Company. 

641.  Fred  C.  Yingst 

vs. 

United  States  Express  Company. 


Application  to  make  refund  on  shiiiment 
of  lumber. 


Passengers  riding  on  front  platform  of 
street  cars. 


Rate  of  fare — Belhvood  to  Altoona. 


Burning  over  farm  lands  by  sparks 
thrown  from  locomotive. 


Redemption  of  exchange  tickets. 


Discrimination  in  charges  for  telephone 
service  between  different  wards  iu  Cily 
of  .Johnstown. 

.Alleged  too  brilliant  headliglits. 


Switching  chai'ge. 


Dangerous  conditions  of  grade  crossings. 


Excessive  rates  on  merchandise — Sum- 
merville to  Clarion. 


Discriminatory  rale  for  residence  service. 


Loss  occasioned  by  <lelay  in  making  de- 
livery of  shipment. 


2—28—1931 


]S 


ANNUAI.  HEPORT  OF  TflF 


Off.  Doe. 


(i42.  John  S.  Biesecker 
vs. 

Stroudsburg  & Bushkill  Telephone 
Company. 

G43.  Fred  Suiilh 
vs. 

'J'he  Bennsylvaiiia  liailroad  Com- 
pany. 

644.  I>e\vis  A.  Ilaspel 
vs. 

1‘hiladolphia  & lieading  Hallway 
Company. 

V>4~>.  Joseph  Joseph  & Brothers’  Company 
vs. 

The  I‘ennsylvania  liailroad  Com- 
pany. 

646.  (luy  F.  Boush , et  al, 

vs. 

The  Beiiusylvania  Railroad  Com- 
pany. 

647.  William  Barnett  A Sons 

vs. 

The  I’ennsylvania  Itailroad  (^'om- 
pany. 

(its.  .Mothers’  (’lull  of  Reading,  I’a., 
vs. 

Reading  Transit  ('oniimny. 

641>.  Webster  it.  Browell 
vs. 

Valley  Traction  Company. 

6oO.  John  P.  Sullivan 
vs. 

Bessemer  & Lake  Erie  Railroad 
Company. 

(lol.  C’.  M.  Engel 
vs. 

Carbon  Transit  Company. 

(i."2.  Ralph  A.  Outli 

vs. 

Allentown  A Reading  Traction  Com- 
pany. 

().■.’>.  .Tose]ih  JosejJi  A Brothers’  Company 
vs. 

Pittsburgh  A Lake  Erie  Railroad 
Company. 

654.  Korthwestern  Pennsylvania  Rail- 
road Company. 


Refusal  of  respondent  to  extend  its  lines 
to  furnish  service  to  complainant. 


TiOss  of  shipment  of  household  goods. 


Exaction  of  extra  fare  on  return  ticket 
from  Huntingdon  Street  to  Cireen 
Lane. 

1 temurrage  charges. 


Inadcrjuate  passenger  and  freight  station 
facilities. 


4’rain  Sei'vice  on  ('hester  Creek  Railroad. 


Petition  to  restrain  respondent  from  plac- 
ing ]ilacards  or  otlier  obstructions  on 
fenders  of  ti'idley  ears. 

I'lxcessive  charges  foi-  shiiiment  of  two 
pigs- -Carlisle  to  New  Cumberland. 

Exorbitant  excess  fare  upon  payment  of 
cash  fare  on  train — Erie  to  drove  Chty. 


Excessive  fare — IMauch  Chunk  to  Flag 
Staff. 

E.xcessive  fare — Alleuimvn  to  Wescoes- 
ville. 


Demurrage  charges  on  two  cars  scrap 
iron  on  Baltimore  A Ohio  tracks  at 
Bessemer. 

Petition  to  issue  certificate  to  authorize 
the  sale,  of  bonds  as  required  under  the 
laws  of  the  State  of  Maine. 
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Goo.  George  E.  Moore 
vs. 

Ealtiinore  A Ohio  Railroad  Com- 
pany. 

GdG.  M.  A.  Detweiler 
vs. 

East  Eroad  Top  Railroad  & Coal 
Company. 

Go7.  John  II.  Jackson 
vs. 

Slate  Eelt  Ehahric  Street  Railway 
Coni|)any. 

(MS.  Autoinohile  Cluh  of  Delaware  county 
vs. 

Ealtiuiore  & Ohio  Railroa<l  Com- 
pany. 

Go9.  E.  AV.  Hughey 
vs. 

I’itshui'gh  Railways  Compaiiy. 

GGO.  Richai'd  lleckseher  & Sons 
vs. 

The  reniisyh  auia  Railroad  Com- 
pany. 

(iGl.  Cori’y  Hide  Fur  (.'ompauy 
vs. 

Eri(‘  Railroad  ('om[iany. 

GG2.  C.  C.  Tressler 
vs. 

The  Pennsyhania  Railroad  Com- 
pany. 

Philadelphia  & Reading  Railway 
Company. 

(>()J.  AA  ilkoll  Erothers  Company 
vs. 

Pittshurgii  A Lake  Erie  Railroad 
(,'ompany. 

G(i4.  Epi'kehile  Liinther  (Aimiiany 

\ s. 

Ealtiinore  Ohio  Railroad  (’oni- 
pany. 

GG5.  A.  E.  Heller,  e(  al, 
vs. 

I’hiladelphia  & Reading  Railway 
Company. 

()GG.  AA  alter  T.  Bradley  Company 
vs. 

Philadelphia  & Reading  Railway 
Company, 


Freight  and  passenger  facilities  at  Rock- 
wood,  Pa. 


E.xcessive  rate  on  shipment  of  run-ahout 
bed — Mt.  ITiion  to  Three  Springs. 


Thisafe  and  inailequate  operating  condi- 
tions. 


Dangerous  and  unprotected  grade  cross- 
ing at  Felton,  Pa. 


I'nsafe  and  ineon\enient  terminus  of  the 
Crafton  A Thornburg  line  at  'riiorn- 
burg. 

Demurrage  <lue  to  bunching  of  cars  in 
transit. 


Overcharge  on  shipment  of  hides — Avella 
to  Corry,  I’a. 

Excessive  rate  and  switching  chargi'  on 
coal — Hunters  Station  to  Sunbury. 


Failure  to  move  shipment  bi'cause  of  em- 
bargo on  consignee. 


Switching  charge  from  Pittsburgh,  AA’cst- 
moreland  vK:  Somerset  Ttailroa  I nl 

Somerset,  Pa. 

Routing  of  shipments — Hamburg,  I’a., 
to  Lansford,  Pa. 


Demurrage  charges. 
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007.  Business  Men’s  Association  of  Mil- 
ton,  Pa., 
vs. 

Lewisburg,  iMilton  & AVatsoutown 
Passenger  Railway  Company. 

Rate  of  fare. 

0(iS.  Feature  .•Amusement  Enterprise 
Company 
vs. 

Telegraph  Companies. 

Alleged  overcharge  due  to  failure  to  de- 
liver telegram. 

009.  AA’illiam  H.  IMazurie 
vs. 

Pittsburgh  Railways  Company. 

Rate  of  fare — McKeesport  to  I’ittsburgh, 
Pa. 

070.  ('itizens  of  Pishing  Creek  A'alley 
vs. 

Philadelphia  & Reading  Railway 
Company. 

The  Pennsylvania  Itailroad  Com- 
pany. 

Alleged  dangerous  grade  crossing  where 
Fishing  Creek  A'alley  public  road 
crosses  tracks  of  said  company. 

071.  lligh  Srreet  Produce  ( 'ompany 
vs. 

Northern  Central  Railway  Com- 
pany. 

. Alleged  failure  to  properl.y  ventilate  cars 
containin.g  shipments  of  eggs. 

072.  ^Vlleutowu  Portland  Cement  Com- 
pany 
vs. 

Philadelphia  & Reading  Railwaj' 
Company. 

Freight  rate  on  cement  from  Evansville 
to  Philadelphia,  I’a. 

07.J.  Af.  A.  Gillespie 
vs. 

Central  District  A Printin.g  Tele- 
graph Company. 

Alleged  excessive  and  discriminatory  rate 
for  telephone  service. 

074.  llowaril  E.  Heckler 
vs. 

Phila<leli)hia  A Tteading  Railway 
Compan3’. 

Refusal  of  Railrotui  Company  to  sell  re- 
turn ticket  from  Lansdale  to  Scranton, 
Pa. 

07-h.  11.  .J.  iSchaad 
vs. 

Lehi.gh  A'alley  Railroad  Company. 

Inade(|uate  and  inefficient  i>assenger  train 
service  on  Bowman’s  Creek  Branch  be- 
tween AA’ilkes-Ban-e  and  Bernice. 

070.  Alatthew  Smith  and  Leonard  John- 
son 

vs. 

i’hiladelphia  A Reading  Railway 
Company. 

Discontinuance  of  passenger  train  leav- 
ing Ivylaud  at  5.43  A.  M. , running  lb 
Philadelphia. 

077.  Christian  F.  Quade,  et  al. 
vs. 

Columbia  A Port  Deposit  Railroad 
Company. 

Location  of  station  at  McCalls  Ferry. 
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678.  J.  C.  McMiller 
vs. 

Buffalo  & Lake  Erie  Traction 
Company. 

Carrying  of  passengers  on  front  plat- 
forms of  trolley  cars. 

679.  Borough  of  Manheim 
vs. 

Philadelphia  & Reading  Railway 
Company. 

Blocking  of  crossing  in  ^lanheim  Bor- 
ough. 

6SO,  Henry  Ilileman 
vs. 

Pittshurgh,  Harmony,  Butler  & 
New'  Castle  Railway  Company. 

Rate  on  crushed  limestone  between  Har- 
mony Junction  and  Warreudale. 

6Sl.  .James  S.  Stimaul 
vs. 

The  Pennsjdvania  Railroad  Com- 
pany. 

Overcrowded  condition  of  train  between 
Pittsburgh  and  Baltimore. 

682.  JIaskell  Ewing 
vs. 

Philadelphia  & Reading  Railroad 
Company. 

•Vlleged  excessive  fare  charged  between 
Eaglesinere  and  Philadelphia. 

686.  James  .T.  Geisiuger 
v.s. 

Lehigh  I'alley  Transit  Conipan.y. 

Alleged  unreasonable  distribution  of 
fai'(‘  zones. 

684.  .1.  F.  Ziegenfuss 
vs. 

I’hiladelphia  & Reading  Railway 
Company. 

Lack  of  refrigerator  service  on  ti'ains 
carrying  milk  into  Philadelphia. 

685.  J.  W.  Tower 
vs. 

Bessemer  & Lake  Erie  Railroad 
Company. 

•Ulegi-d  excessive  fare  charged  between 
Greenville  and  Erie,  Pa. 

686.  J.  E.  Dixon 
vs. 

Pittshurgh  Railw-ays  Company. 

( 'I'owded  cars. 

687.  Citizens  of  Olney 
vs. 

Philadelphia  & Reading  Railway 
Company. 

Iiicrensi'  in  i>assenger  fare.s. 

VS. 

Adams  Express  Company. 

Express  charges. 

689.  Mellvaine  Brothers 
vs. 

Philad('lphia  A Reading  Railroad 
Company. 

Petition  for  siding  facilities  on  spur 
track. 

oo 
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<J!>0.  Howard  R.  Moyer 
vs. 

Uuited  States  Express  Company. 

<)!)!.  E.  L.  Detweiler 
vs. 

-Vdanis  Express  Company. 

01)1’.  Milton  Fair  and  Northumberland 
County  Agricultural  Association 
vs. 

1 ’ll  iladel|)liia  & Reading  Railway 
Company. 

(lll.'i.  ^Voli'e  A Shultz; 
vs. 

Philadelphia  A Reading  Railway 
< 'ompany. 

GIH.  W.  I.  .Alofier 
vs. 

Northern  ('eniral  Railroad  Com- 
pany. 

<i!0.  F.  .McOinness 
vs. 

Pullman  ( 'ompany. 

GIMI.  Morris  Raker 
vs. 

The  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Com- 
pany. 

GOT.  A'illiam  11.  Holt 


vs. 


Philadelphia  i 
Company. 

fe  Readin.g 

Railway 

GGS.  S.  L.  Evans 
vs. 

Phihidel|ihia  «) 
< 'ompan.v. 

c Readin.g 

Railway 

G1 1! >.  .M . Dyer 
vs. 

Philadel|)hia  i' 
< 'ompany. 

1:  Reading' 

Railway 

"GO.  Paine  A Company,  Ltd. 
vs. 

^\  i Ikes-Rarrc , Dallas  A IIarve,ys 
l.ake  Railway  Company. 

Tol.  I,.  11.  Heist 
vs. 

The  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Com- 
pany. 


Alleged  excessive  charge  on  tub  of  ice 
cream  from  South  Bethlehem  to 
t^uakertown. 

( >\'erchar.ge  in  rate  on  beer. 


Excursion  rates  to  fairs. 


Switching  charge  at  Ijowisburg,  Pa. 


Rail'  on  ice  cream. 


Kc-si'lling  of  reser\('d  section. 


Passcn,aer  fares — W’cst  Philadelphia  lo 
suburban  jioints. 


Passenger  fare — Washington  Lane  Sla- 
liun  to  Philadelphia. 


Refund  of  cash  fare  upon  subsequent  pre- 
sentation of  monthl.v  ticket. 


Rale  on  carbide — Harrisburg  to  Winfield. 


Rate  on  dust  oil— MGlkes-Karre  to  Har- 
eys  Lake. 


Overcharge  on  excess  faro — Philadelphia 
to  Pittsburgh. 


/ 
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702.  Board  of  Trade  of  Dixouville  Station  facilities, 

vs. 

Cherry  Tree  & Dixonville  Railroad 


Company. 

703.  Residents  of  Crosby 

vs. 

The  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Com- 
pany. 

704.  W.  E.  (larduer 

vs. 

Cumberland  ^’alley  Itailroad  Com- 
pany. 

70.7.  L.  A.  Skinner,  et  al. 
vs. 

The  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Com- 
pany. 

700.  TJ,  ,1.  Sheets,  et  al. 

\s. 

Central  District  & Printing-  Tele- 
.graph  Company. 

707.  James  H.  Loh 
vs. 

( umherland  Valley  Railroad  Com- 
pany. 

/OS.  Frank  VV.  Stanton  & Company 
vs. 

The  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Com- 
pany. 

700.  Citizens  of  Genesee 
vs. 

Buffalo  & Susquehanna  Railroad 
Company,  New  York  A Pennsyl- 
vania Railway  Company. 

710.  Thomas  Kirk 
vs. 

The  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Com- 
pany. 

71L  I.  II.  Stanwood 
vs. 

Lehigh  Valley  Railroad  Company. 

/12.  Corry  Hide  and  Fur  Compan.v 
vs. 

American  Union  Telephone  Com- 
pany. 

713.  W.  C.  O’Neill 
vs. 

Philadelphia  & Reading  Railway 
Company. 


Station  facilities. 


Befiuid  on  unused  portion  of  monthly 
ticket. 


Station  facilities. 


Late  lor  husiness  teleplu/m^  in  Jeauiu^tie. 


La<’k  of  drinking  watei-  on  li-ains. 


Overcharge  on  shipment  of  apples  and 
peaches  Ledy  Station  to  Philadelphia. 


New  Station  at  Genesee. 


hare  charged  persons  accompanying 
cor|ise. 

-Vlleged  extra  fare — South  Bethlehem  to 
Sayre,  Pa. 

In  re  messenger  service  and  charges. 

In  i-e  suliurhan  rates. 
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714.  Rcsi(li‘iits  of  Gcruiantowii 

vs. 

Philadelphia  & Reading  Railway 
Company. 

71.^).  Elizabethtown  Business  Men’s  Pro- 
tective Association 
vs. 

Adams  Express  Company. 

71(1.  ( 'rawford  Mutual  Telephone  Coin- 
pan. y 
vs. 

Bell  Telephone  Company. 

7 1 7.  .Toseph  A.  Kephart 
vs. 

East  Broad  Top  Railroad  & Coal 
Company, 

715.  Charles  Uichards 

vs. 

Reading  Transit  Company. 

711).  Lancaster  Electric  Light,  Heat  and 
I’ower  Company, 
vs. 

Bell  Telephone  Company. 

I'HK  .John  (1.  Kaufman 
vs. 

Philadelphia  & Reading  Railway 
Company. 

721.  Kittanning  Telephone  Company 

vs. 

I’ittsburgh  & Allegheny  Street  Rail- 
way Company. 

722.  Billings  A Kelder 

vs. 

Lehigh  V’alley  Railroad  Company. 

728.  Jjebanon  County  Retail  Coal  Deal- 
ers’ Association 
vs. 

I’hiladelphia  & Reading  Railway 
Company. 

724.  Herman  C.  H.  ^Yeidner 
vs. 

Pitlsburgh  & Butler  Street  Railwmy 
Comiiany. 

72n.  ,T.  E.  Thurston 
vs. 

The  I’ennsyh  ania  Railroad  Oom- 


In  re  suburban  rates. 


Lack  of  delivery  service. 


Alleged  failure  to  comply  with  Commis- 
sion’s recommendation  relative  to  free 
trial  service. 

Discrimination  in  imssanger  fare. 


I nsufficieut  clearance  between  cars. 


E.xcessive  rate  for  direct  line  service  from 
electric  light  plants  of  complainant  into 
Lancaster,  l‘a. 

Refusal  of  Railroad  Company  to  sell  half- 
price  commutation  ticket. 


Improper  operating  conditions. 


Rate  on  hay — New  Albany  to  East 
vStroudsburg,  Pa. 

Rates  on  coal  to  I.ebanon. 


Fare — Renfrew'  to  Etna,  I’a. 


J^reight  rate  on  empty  barrels — Wilkes- 
Barre  to  Delmatia,  Pa. 


pany. 
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72G.  M.  M.  jMcLaughliu  Stop-over  privileges, 

vs. 

Tlie  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Com- 


pany. 

727.  John  B.  Laiid 

vs. 

The  Pennsylvania  R.  R.  Co. 
Philadelphia  & Reading  Rwy.  Co. 

728.  Ackerman  Brothers 

\ s. 

Dunkirk,  Allegheny  Valley  & Pitts- 
burgh Railroad  Company. 

729.  Clinton  Lytle 

vs. 

The  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Com- 
pany. 

730.  William  T.  Knight 

vs. 

I’hiladelphia  Rapid  Transit  Com- 
pany. 

731.  Charles  W.  Kirk 

vs. 

Philadelphia  Rapid  Transit  Com- 
pany. 

732.  J.  H.  Musser 

vs. 

The  I’ennsylvania  Railroad  Com- 
pany. 

733.  H.  I.  Brian  & Company 

vs. 

The  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Com- 
pany. 

734.  Bickford  Eire  Brick  Company 

vs. 

New  York  Central  & Hudson  River 
Railroad  Company. 

73.5.  .Tames  Van  Dyke  Card 
vs. 

Lehigh  1 alley  Railroad  Company. 

736.  William  N.  Reynolds,  Jr.,  Esq. 
vs. 

Lehigh  \ alley  Railroad  Company. 

(37.  Elizabethville  Creamery  Company 
vs. 

Adams  Express  Company. 


Passenger  fares  between  I’rankford  and 
Philadelphia. 


Refusal  of  said  Company  to  accept  con- 
signments to  Torpedo,  Warren  county, 
unless  consignee  indemnifies  them 
against  all  loss  or  damage. 

1‘assenger  fare — Mifflinburg  to  Natrona. 


Service  on  Germantown  Division. 


Drafts  in  cars. 


Overcrowding  of  train. 


Inadequate  siding  facilities  at  Itising 
Springs  Station. 


Refusal  to  establish  equitable  joint  rate 
on  fire  clay  with  either  the  Penn’a  R. 
R.  Co.,  or  the  Buffalo,  Rochester  & 
Pittsburgh  R.  R.  Co. — Faunce  to  ('ur- 
weusville. 

Blocking  of  highway  by  freight  train. 


Non-maintenance  of  schedule  of  train  122 
between  Tunkhannock  and  Wilkes- 
Barre. 

Discrimination  in  rates  against  Elizabeth- 
ville, favoring  I^ykens,  Pa. 
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T3S.  O.  Lay 
vs. 

Baltimore  & Ohio  Railroad  Com- 
pany. 

731).  W.  F.  Graham 
vs. 

Adams  Express  Company. 

7-10.  Ohio  Lon  and  Metal  Company 
vs. 

'I’he  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Com- 
pany. 

741.  I’nion  Charcoal  Company 

\ s. 

'I'lie  Pennsylvania  Itailroad  Com- 
l)auy. 

742.  First  National  Kank  of  Gralz,  Pa. 

vs. 

Adams  Expi'e.s.s  Company. 

743.  .1.  Brady 

vs. 

I’hiladelphia  A ^Vest  (.’hesti'r  Trac- 
tion Company. 

744.  .1.  M.  Boyer,  et  al. 

vs. 

I'lastern  Pennsylvania  Railways 
Company. 

74.J.  Wilt  Rippey 
vs. 

Baltimore  A Ohio  Railroad  Com- 
t>any. 

746.  Philadelphia  Record 

V.S. 

Bangor  A Portland  Traction  Com- 
pany. 

747.  M.  Shires 

vs. 

Bell  Telephone  Company. 

745.  W.  R.  .Tones 

vs. 

Philadelphia  A Easton  Electric  Rail- 
way Company. 

749.  .T.  II.  Matternas 
vs. 

A<lams  Express  Company. 


I’asseugor  fare — Mt.  Jewett  to  Kane. 


Rate  on  box — Pittsburgh  to  Rochester. 


Kale  on  seraij  iron — Burnham  to  Huff. 


Weights  on  shipments- ~L>elay  in  furnish- 
ing hill  of  lading. 


Discrimination  in  rates  on  gold  and  sil- 
vei'“  Lykens  to  Philadelphia  and 
Elizahel hville  to  Philadelphia. 

.Maintenance  of  tvaiTc  and  roadbed. 


In  re  service. 


Inadequate  and  dangerous  station  facili- 
ties at  Allison  I’ark,  Pa. 


Bate  for  transportation  of  newspapers. 


Unsatisfactory  service  on  limited  con- 
tract. 

Loss  of  shiitment  of  shoes. 


Discrimination  in  express  rates  on  poul- 
try and  other  goods  from  Millersburg 
to  I’hiladelphia,  as  compared  with  rate 
from  Lykens  to  Philadelphia. 


No.  28. 


PENNSYLVANIA  STATE  UAILK<)A1)  POM.AIISSION. 


27 


7.30.  Iiesidents  of  Calawissa 
vs. 

I'liiladelphia  A Kvadiug  Uailway 
Company. 

Train  schedule  on  Catawissa  Division. 

7.31.  Charles  Fitzsimmons 

Failure  to  make  scheduled  stop  on  signal. 

\’S. 

I’ittsburg'li  A P>utler  Street  Uailway 
Company. 

7.32.  (ireeusburg  liusiness  Men's  Asso- 
ciation 
vs. 

Central  I>isfrict  A Printing  Tele- 
graph Company. 

Discrimination  in  rates  for  telephone 
service. 

7-3.'>.  Kamsey  b'oal  Company 
vs. 

Ligouier  N’alley  Kailrotid  Company. 

Refusal  to  permit  switch  connection. 

734.  Enoch  11.  IJartline 
\ s. 

Heading  Transit  Company. 

Excessive  rate  of  fare. 

733.  Edward  Bains 
vs. 

The  I’ennsylvania  Uailroad  Com- 
pany. 

Refusal  to  accept  ticket  from  North 
Philadelphia  to  Carpenter  for  passage 
from  Carpenter  to  North  Philadelphia. 

73(.i.  .John  O’Connell 
vs. 

I’ittsburgh  Uaihvays  Company. 

Rate  of  faro — Pittsburgh  to  Neville 
Island. 

7.37.  Henry  A.  llitner's  Sons  Company, 
vs. 

The  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Co. 
I’hiladelphia  A Reading  Rwy.  Co. 

Rates  on  scrap  iron. 

7.38.  Richey  A Griswold 
vs. 

The  Pennsylvania  Itailroad  Co. 
Philadelphia  A Reading  Rwy.  Co. 

Overcharge  on  rates  on  mine  rails — 
Waltz  Siding  to  Juniata. 

7-30.  R.  .7.  Totten 
vs. 

Central  District  A Printing  Tele- 
graph Company. 

Discrimiatory  methods  of  soliciting  busi- 
ness at  Volant,  Pa. 

7t)(.h  Residents  of  Coatesville 
vs. 

West  Chester  Street  Railway  Com- 
pany. 

Inadequate  service. 

761.  J.uria  Brothers  Company 
vs. 

Philadelphia  A Reading  Railway 
Company. 

Demurrage  charges. 
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7(52.  John  G.  Myers 
vs. 

Ligonier  Valley  Railroad  Company. 

7G3.  Ivayton  Fire  Clay  Company 
vs. 

Laltimore  A (jhio  Railroad  Com- 
pany. 

764.  Freedom  Oil  Works 
vs. 

Erie  Railroad  Company. 

76.5.  M.  T.  Philips,  et  al. 
vs. 

The  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Com- 
pany. 

766.  M.  Yoder  Leinbach 

vs. 

I>ewisherg,  .Milton  A Watsontowii 
Passenger  Railway  Company. 

767.  W.  F.  Dagle 

vs. 

(\imberlaud  Railway  Company. 

7()8.  Frank  R.  Leib 
vs. 

Valley  Traction  Company. 

769.  E.  O.  Sprenkle 

vs. 

Northern  Central  Railway  Company. 

770.  E.  B.  Kemble 

vs. 

The  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Com- 
pany. 

771.  Foster  F.  Brant 

vs. 

United  States  Express  Company. 

772.  J.  K.  Carr 

vs. 

Philadelphia  & Reading  Railway 
(Company. 

773.  Holmesburg  Improvement  Associa- 

tion. 

vs. 

The  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Com- 


Discrimitory  rate  on  coal — Wilpen  to  Li- 
gonier. 

Rate  on  brick — Layton  to  South  Side. 


Failure  to  make  proper  delivery  of  oil 
— Monaca,  Pa.,  to  Perryopolis,  Pa. 

Charge  for  refrigerator  service  which  it 
is  alleged  is  not  furnished  during  cold 
weather. 

inadequate  service — Watsontown  to  Mil- 
ton. 


Inefficient  fender  equipment. 


Overcrov^'ded  and  poorly  ventilated  cars. 


Rate  on  grain — Strickler  to  York. 


Blockade  of  approach  to  passenger  station 
by  freight  train. 


Damage  to  shipment. 


Regulation  governing  use  of  50-trip 
ticket  between  Frankford  and  Philadel- 
phia. 

Passenger  fare — Holmesburg  to  Philadel- 
phia. 


pany. 


No.  1>8. 


PENNSYLVANIA  STATE  RAILROAD  COMMISSION. 


20 


774.  H.  R.  Burleigh 

vs. 

Philadelphia  & Reading  Railway 
Company. 

775.  Elizabethville  Board  of  Trade 

vs. 

Adams  Express  Company. 

776.  Harry  N.  Michael 

vs. 

The  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Com- 
pany. 

777.  Adolph  G.  Frank 

vs. 

Pittsburgh  Railways  Company. 

778.  W.  Horace  Hoskins 

vs. 

Philadelphia  Rapid  Transit  Com- 
pany. 

779.  Albert  H.  Wilhelm 

vs. 

Pennsylvania  Lines  West  of  Pitts-  ' 

burgh. 


Rate  of  fare. 


Discirmiuation  in  rates — Elizabethville  to 
Philadelphia — as  compared  with  rates 
— Lykens  to  Philadelphia. 

Less  carload  rate  on  brick — White  Rock 
to  Homestead. 


Llnsafe  operating  conditions  on  Beech- 
view  Division. 

Transfer  privileges. 


Discontinuance  of  suburban  trains  run- 
ning between  Ben  Avon  and  Home- 
wood. 
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REPORT  OF  CASES  CLOSED  1911. 

No,  543. 

J.  T.  SAYLES,  et  aL,  vs.  SUSQUEHANNA  AND  NEW  YORK 
RAILROAD  COMPANY,  NORTHERN  CENTRAL  RAIL- 
WAY COMPANY. 


The  complainauts , who  w<‘re  pasKeiigers,  shippers  and  receivers  of  freight  over  the 
respondents’  lines,  alleged  that  the  abandonment  of  the  passenger  and  freight  station 
which  existed  at  P.odine  prior  to  Ang\ist  ITtii,  1910,  had  materially  interfered  with 
their  business. 

The  complainants  later  advised  the  Oonnnision  of  tindr  desire  not  to  further  pro- 
secute said  complaint  but  to  withdraw  same. 


No.  544. 


E.  P.  DORFER  vs.  LAKE  SHORE  AND  MICHIGAN  SOUTH- 
ERN RAILWAY  COMPANY. 


An  overcharge  was  alleged  for  passenger  transportation  between  Buffalo  and 
Pittsburgh,  on  the  line  of  respondent’s  road. 

The  complainant  was  advised  that  as  this  was  an  interstate  movement  the  same 
was  without  the  jurisdiction  of  the  t’ommission , and  the  case  was  dismissed. 


No.  545. 

J.  A.  SHOTT  vs.  SHARPSVILLE  RAILROAD  COMPANY. 


Complaint  was  made  regarding  excess  fare  of  10  cents  charged  between  New  Wil- 
mington and  Wilmington  .Junction — the  same  being  in  addition  to  the  regular  fare 
of  6 cents. 

The  respondent  was  advised  that,  under  flection  19  of  the  Act  of  1849,  regarding 
regulations  governing  rates  of  fare,  the  same  was  illegal,  and  requested  to  discon- 
tinue the  practice. 

The  respondent  advised  the  Commission  of  its  intention  to  accept  the  recom- 
mendation and  the  case  was  closed. 


No.  28. 


PENNS\L\'ANIA  state  H.VILROAI)  t'O.M.MISSlON. 
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No.  546. 

JACOBSON  BROTHERS  vs.  WELLS  FARGO  AND  COMPANY 

EXPRESS. 


within  tirst  r ro.spondent  rofusod  to  accept  for  shipment  to  points 

V thm  the  State  consignments  of  liijuor  without  the  contents  and  quantity  of  the 

s me  being  marked  on  the  outside,  altlio’  other  express  companies  had  acclp  ed  su 
shipments  without  said  marking.  dttepttu  such 

ZT'f  X t"«h. 

} all  then  agents  w itliout  discTimination. 

II, at  ,u,tea  „„„£  could  l,c 

tbo  oale  tvolT’’"  I*  ‘""""'ioalod  lo  tl.e  natter  of  luarkh.s  .l,lo,„,.,„a  of  li„„or, 

ine  case  Mould  be  considered  as  closed. 


No.  547. 

A.  C.  DUNCAN  vs.  WELLS  FARGO  AND  COMPANY  EX 

PRESS. 


Alleging  excessive  charges  on  a package  shipped  from  Ambridge  to  Ilartstown 
complaint  was  made  to  the  Commission  HaitstoMu. 

led  on  the  lines  of  two  companies,  and  was  not  the  charge  of  a single  carrier 
dotd.  '■>'“■0  '«  U»  »,„„l,l„t  furtkcr,  tho  .anie- 


No.  548. 

GEORGE  C.  MEYER  vs.  BELLEFONTE  CENTRAL  RAIL 

ROAD  COMPANY. 


fro?.”r»“aT”etrro'''th‘'’'''  C™"l>a,.,v  rculrod  th,  propajmont  of 

Tl,.  r ”»<■  ""f  "oloadod.  tlierohj-  dioorlmiaatlns  aaalnat  l,lm 
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No.  549. 


RESIDENTS  OF  ELMV/OOD  vs.  SOUTHWESTERN  STREET 

RAILWAY  COMPANY. 


I’l'titioii  was  filed,  inakiusr  coniplaint  asaiust  the  service  rendered  by  the  Rc- 
s|iondent  Company. 

.Vfter  liearing,  the  foliowins  opinion  ami  reconiinendation  was  made  by  the  Com- 
mission : 


"In  the  investigation  of  this  complaint  it  developetl  that  the  j)i’incipal 
reason  of  the  failni'e  to  keep  the  schednie  h.v  the  responding  company, 
is  caused  hy  the  impediments  enconntered  along  the  line,  namely:  three 
grade  crossings  tone  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  a weigh  scales)  and 
the  Penrose  Ferry  Bridge,  which  is  opened  so  frequently  for  the  ac- 
commodation of  water  traltic.  Over  these  matters  the  respondent  has 
ahsolutely  no  control. 

"Apart  from  these  difficulties  in  the  operation  of  that  line,  it  seems 
that  everything  is  done  that  can  be  expected  from  the  respondent  to 
keep  its  cars  on  schedule  time,  barring  exceptional  delays  which  are  en- 
countered on  all  lines,  and  the  Commission  is  equally  powerless  to 
reccomend  any  measures  which  would  be  elTective  in  maintaining  the 
respondent’s  schedule. 

“Ttie  complaint  about  the  failure  of  the  respondent  to  clear  its  line 
when  severe  snow  storms  have  ohstructed  it,  does  not  demand  any 
serious  attention,  because  such  occasions  are  very  rare,  and  from 
the  evidence  before  the  Commission  it  seems  the  respondent  was  about 
as  alert  to  open  its  line  for  trathc  after  a snowfall  as  were  other  lines 
in  that  locality. 

“At  the  hearing  it  was  stated  that  the  complainants  would  be  at 
least  measurably  satisfied  if  the  cars  on  that  line  were  run  on  a fifteen 
minute  schedule  instead  of  a twenty  minute  schedule  as  at 
present.  This  could  be  afforded  them  by  an  additional  car 
per  hour.  It  is  hardly  apparent  to  the  Commission  how  the 
delays  would  be  avoided  by  the  addition  of  another  car,  but  it 
might  occasionally  occur  that  the  additional  car  would  be  able  to 
get  through  by  reason  of  arriving  at  the  obstructions  mentioned  a few 
, minutes  earlier  than  if  the  present  twenty  minute  schedule  were  oper- 
ated, and  that  seemed  to  be  the  belief  and  dependence  of  tbe  complain- 
ants in  the  matter.  With  a view  therefore  of  testing  this  and  ascer- 
taining exactly  from  experience  what  improvement,  if  any,  would  be 
afforded,  if  the  cars  be  run  on  fifteen  minute  schedule,  and  in  the 
hope  that  the  expectation  of  the  complainants  that  some  relief  will  be 
tlnis  afforded,  will  be  realized,”  it  is  therefore 


RECOMxMENDED 

That  the  respondent  place  an  additional  car  in  service,  and  run  its  cars  on  a 
fifteen  mintife  schedule. 


No.  28. 


PENNSYLVANIA  STATE  RAILROAD  COMMISSION. 
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No.  551. 

CHARLES  A.  ADAMS,  et  al.,  vs.  PHILADELPHIA  AND  READ- 
ING RAILWAY  COMPANY. 


(.omplamt  was  made  tliat  the  passenger  station  at  Rycrs,  on  tiio  line  of  the 
"Ivelingt^ir  iueonvenienee  of  the 


ihe  respondent  advised  the  Commission  that  iirraugements  liad 

keeping  of  the  station  open,  whieh  satisfied  the  complaint 
closed.  ’ 


been 

and 


made  for  the 
the  case  was 


No.  553. 

JAMES  M.  VANSANT  vs.  PHILADELPHIA  AND  READING 

RAILWAY  COMPANY. 


Complaint  was  made  relative  to  the  regulations  of  the  resnondim..  Companv 
governing  the  loading  of  milk  at  Langhorne  station  ‘ 

en^tl  of  t H complainant  was  advised  that  in  view  of  the 

length  time  the  regulations  governing  the  loading  of  milk  had  been  in  effect  on 
at  line  and  the  small  number  of  complaints  made  against  that  method  the  Com 
mission  woiild  not  feel  justified  in  recommending  that  a change  be  made  1 t Z' 
voiild  occasion  more  dissatisfaction  than  existed  under  the  present  arrangemenr 
and  particularly  so  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  rates  would  have  to  be  increased  ’ 
j del  the  circumstances . therefore,  tlie  Commission  was  not  disposed  to  make 
any  recommendation  and  the  case  was  dismissed. 


No.  554. 

JAMES  F.  SCOTT,  et  al.,  vs.  THE  BALTIMORE  AND  OHIO 

RAILROAD  COMPANY. 


^ Applications  were  made  for  the  restoration  of  two  grade 
County  on  the  line  of  the  Repondent  Company's  road. 

After  investigation  the  Commission  rendered  the  followin 

3—28—1911 


cros.sings  in  Somerset 
g opinion : 
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"Tlie  iuforniafion  in  tlio  possession  of  the  Commission  respecting 
this  application  for  railroad  farm  crossings  is  substantially  as  follows: 

“At  the  time  of  the  construction  of  tlic  respondent's  road  there  were 
two  adjoining-  farms  lying  on  both  sides  of  the  line  of  said  road,  one  of 
which  -tt'as  owned  by  the  comiilainant  Scott  or  his  ancestors,  and  the 
other  by  some  other  individual  whose  name  is  not  known. 

“There  was  no  pid)Iic  road  rnnniug  through  either  of  these  farms  and 
crossing  the  railroad  on  either  of  th(>  tracts  and,  consequently,  it  be- 
came the  duty  of  the  railroad  coinjiany  under  the  provisions  of  the 
railroad  Act  of  1.S4D  to  construct  the  said  farm  crossings  or  causeways 
in  order  to  enable  the  owners  to  reach  their  property  on  both  sides  of 
said  road.  This  -yoas  done,  and  these  crossings  remain  id  use  by  the 
owners  of  said  properties  for  a period,  it  is  alleged,  e-xeeeding  twenty- 
one  years,  and  up  until  last  fall,  when  they  were  removed  by  the 
respondent  company  with  the  statement  that  it  was  done  only  for  the 
winter  montiis  when  there  was  practically  no  use  for  them  and  that 
they  would  he  replaced  in  the  spring. 

“The  original  Scott  farm  has  been  recently  divided  by  the  sale  by 
Scott  of  the  eastern  portion  thereof  to  IMcCune,  and  the  other  tract 
of  land  originally  owni'd  by  another  than  Scott  was  at  one  time  after 
the  construction  of  the  railroad  acquired  by  the  Scotts  and  is  now 
held  and  owned  by  said  Scott.  The  McGune  place  retaine<l  by  him 
from  the  other  farm  so  ac(|uired  by  the  Scotts  as  aforesaid. 

“There  is  no  way  for  either  Scott  or  IMcCune,  who  reside  to  the 
north  of  the  railroad,  to  reacli  the  portions  of  their  tracts  of  land  lying 
to  the  south  of  that  road  except  by  long  and  circuitous  detours,  and 
even  by  such  detours  it  does  not  appear  that  these  portions  of  their 
land  can  be  reached  without  crossing  intervening  land. 

“The  Scott  tract  more  recently  acquired  by  him,  lies  around  and 
about  the  eastern  end  of  the  tunnel  on  the  respondent’s  line  and  the 
crossing  heretofore  maititained  thereon  was  at  the  western  aiiproach 
to  that  tunnel  and  not  far  <listant  from  the  eastern  line  of  the  IMcCnne 
tract,  and,  from  an  inspection  of  the  premises  made  by  the  Oommis- 
sion,  that  aiipears  to  he  the  only  place  on  the  tract  where  a grade 
crossing  is  at  all  iiracticable. 

“The  line  of  the  respondent’s  road,  passing  through  those  lands, 
is  on  a grade  with  considerable  curvature,  and  the  sui-face  of  the 
country  is  rough  and  liroken.  What  is  no-v^  desired  by  the  complainants 
is  that  there  he  a crossing  or  causeway  constructed  for  the  use  primarily 
of  the  McCune  tract,  and  incidentall.y,  perhaps,  to  he  used  by  Scott  in 
connection  with  his  w'estern  tract,  and  another  crossing  for  the  use 
exclusively  of  what  is  now  the  Scott  eastern  tract.  Since  the  said  Act 
of  TS4n  provides  only  for  the  construction  of  one  causeway  to  each 
fa  I’m  at  the  time  of  the  construction  of  the  railroad,  and  the  western 
Scott  and  McCune  tracts  were  then  one  farm,  it  is  evident  that  by 
division  of  that  tract  by  its  subsequent  sale  by  Scott  to  IMcCune,  no 
additional  right  was  accpiired  by  them  or  either  of  them  for  an  ad- 
ditional crossing  by  reason  of  such  division  of  the  original  tract  : and 
it  is  likewise  evident  that,  because  of  such  division  of  that  tract,  the 
right  for  th(>  one  crossing  originally  pertaining  to  that  tract  has  not 
been  lost  or  forfeiled.  It  therc'fore  follows,  that,  for  the  rvestern  Scott 
and  McCune  tracts,  considered  togetlu'r,  there  should  be  i)rovided  such 
causeway  or  crossing  as  is  contemplated  by  the  said  Ac't  of  l(S4fi.  And 
it  also  appears  that  the  ('astiu’n  Scott  tract,  although  since  acquired 
and  now  ow’iied  by  Scott,  but  se|)arated  from  his  retaining  portion  of 
the  original  Scott  tract  by  the  l\rcCune  tract,  constitutes  a separate 
farm  and  is  entitled,  as  such,  also  to  a ci’ossing  or  causeway  for  con- 
venient access  to  tlie  portion  thereof  lying  on  the  opposite  side  of  the 
road. 

“ttnder  these  cii-cumstances  and  upon  these  facts  it  is  the  .pidgment 
of  the  Commission  that  the  respondent  should  construct  forthwith  said 
cansp-wav  or  crossing  on  the  eastern  Scott  tract,  and,  also,  another  on 
the  IVTcCune  tract,  on  the  western  Scott  tract:  and.  since  Scott  is  -\vill- 
ing  to  concede  the  location  of  that  crossing  to  the  McCune  tract,  that 
it  be  placed  upon  that  tract.’’ 

The  Fommission  does  not,  howe^-er,  at  this  time,  undertake  to 
designate  the  location  of  either  of  these  crossings,  nor  to  prescribe 
W’hether  they  sh.all  be  gr.ade  or  oA-erhead  crossings ; but  adr^ises  the 
parties  at  interest  1o  get  together  and  thoroughly  canvass  the  matter  and 
.agree  upon  the  loc.ation  and  the  character  of  the  crossings,  and,  in  the 
CA-ent  of  their  failure  so  to  do.  that  each  party  to  this  proceeding  pre- 
sent to  this  Commission  its  plan  of  such  crossing,  inclufling  in  such 
plan  both  the  location  and  the  ch.aracter  of  the  crossing,  with  the 
reasons  therefore,  AA'hereu|)ou  the  (Commission  AA’ill  undertake  to  deter- 
mine the  character  and  location  of  thg  crossing. 


Case  closed. 


No.  2S. 


PENNSYLVANIA  STATE  IIAILROAT)  COMMISSION. 


No.  555. 


COATESVILLE  BOILER  WORKS  vs.  THE  PENNSYLVANIA 

RAILROAD  COMPANY. 


Complaint  was  made  that  au  excessive  rate  was  charged  iu  the  moving  of  cars 
between  the  plant  of  complainant  and  the  Coatesville  Foundry  and  Machine  Com- 
pany. 

An  investigation  was  made  by  the  Commission,  and  the  complainant  advised 
that  the  movement,  being  over  two  lines,  the  charges  complained  about  were  a 
compensation  to  both  lines — the  rate  being  a joint  rate — and  unless  the  complainant 
is  prepared  to  substantiate  the  charge  that  this  rate  is  excessive  the  Commission 
does  not  see  the  necessitj'  for  a hearing. 

As  complainant  did  not  further  prosecute  complaint  the  same  was  closed. 


No.  556. 

WILLIS  GEIST  NEWBOLD  vs.  CENTRAL  PENNSYLVANIA 

traction  company. 


Complaint  was  inade  regarding  the  scliedule  and  iiiadeiumte  equipment  of  the 
Reservoir  Park  Line  of  the  respondent  Company's  road  in  the  city  of  Harrisburg, 
alleging  that  the  cars  were  not  properly  lighted  and  were  poorly  ventilated  and 
that  the  schedule  was  not  maintained,  as  the  cars  were  often  bunched. 

Respondent’s  answer  set  forth  that  they  ha<l  inaugurated  a new  schedule  and  had 
added  for  the  summer  season  a greater  number  of  cars  on  said  line,  thereby  re- 
moving the  cause  of  complaint. 


No.  557. 


WILKOFF  BROTHERS  COMPANY  vs.  PITTSBURG  CIN- 
CINNATI, CHICAGO  AND  ST.  LOUIS  RAILWAY  ’ COM- 
PANY. 


Complaint  was  made  regarding  an  alleged  overcharge  of  5c.  per  ton  on  nine  cars 
of  cinders  shipped  from  Washington  to  Mt.  Dallas. 

Respondent  advised  that  (hey  had  no  delivery  at  Mt.  Dallas  but  at  Earlston 
where  deliveries  from  Mt.  Dallas  were  made.  Inasmuch,  however,  as  they  had 
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accepted  shipment  for  delivery  at  Mt.  Dallas  and  had  a published  rate  to  Mt. 
Dallas  at  that  time,  they  were  compelled  to  make  a refund  on  the  basis  of  that 
rate. 


558. 

W.  S.  MANLEY,  et  al.,  vs.  CENTRAL  PENNSYLVANIA  TRAC- 
TION COMPANY. 


A petition  was  filed  with  the  Commission,  alleging-  that  the  rate  of  fare  charged 
by  the  respondent  Company  between  Rockville  and  Harrisburg  was  burdensome  and 
e.vcessive,  and  that  said  Company  on  other  of  its  lines  transported  passengers  a 
gieater  distance  for  a less  rate. 

The  respondent,  in  answer,  set  forth  that  if  a single  fare  were  put  into  effect, 
as  requested  by  the  petitionei;s,  the  result  would  be  that  from  far  the  greater  num- 
ber of  passengers  from  Rockville  the  respondent  would  receive  less  than  the  actual 
operating  cost  of  transportation  without  making  any  allowance  for  fixed  charges, 
interest  or  rental. 

A hearing  was  held  and  an  agreement  made  whereby  respondent  put  in  force  a 
rate  of  15c.  for  round  trip  ticket  between  Harrisburg  and  Rockville — tickets  to  be 
purchased  at  the  office  of  said  Company. 

As  this  satisfied  the  petition,  the  case  was  closed. 


ITo.  559, 


JOHN  J.  KENNEY,  vs.  CENTRAL  RAILROAD  OF  NEW  JER- 
SEY, and  DELAWARE  AND  HUDSON  COMPANY. 


Complaint  was  made,  alleging  inadequate  train  service  in  the  borough  of  Par- 
sons and  requesting  that  respondent  be  requested  to  stop  certain  trains  at  that 
place. 

The  respondent,  in  answer,  advised  the  Commission  that  the  service  desired 
was  express  service  between  the  large  communities  of  Scranton  and  Wilkes-Barre 
on  the  one  hand  and  Philadelphia  on  the  other,  and  that  to  stop  these  trains 
would  involve  a like  stoppage  at  other  stations  of  a similar  size  and  would  imme- 
diately convert  respondent’s  express  service  into  that  of  a local  service. 

The  Commission,  after  investigation,  advised  the  complainant  that,  owing  to  the 
present  service  rendered  by  both  respondent  companies  and  the  service  afforded  by 
the  Street  Car  Company,  they  did  not  feel  warranted  in  requiring  the  respondents 
to  provide  the -stops  requested,  and  the  case  was  closed. 


No.  28. 


PENNSYLVANIA  STATE  RAILROAD  COMMISSION. 
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No.  560. 


GEORGE  B.  BELL  vs.  PHILADELPHIA  RAPID  TRANSIT 

COMPANY. 


Complaint  ■was  mado  that  the  service  by  tho  siirfaco  cars  which  run  northward 
on  63rd  street,  Philadelphia,  is  very  unsatisfactory,  stating  that  while  it  takes  but 
lo  minutes  to  go  from  Broad  street  to  63rd  street  on  the  elevated  line,  patrons 
frequently  have  to  wait  longer  than  that  before  they  can  get  a surface  car  to  finish 
the  journey. 

The  respondent  advised  the  Commission  that  a re-arrangement  of  service  would 
be  made,  which  would  permit  a more  frequent  service  on  63rd  street  from  Market 
street  north. 

As  this  satisfied  the  complaint,  the  case  was  closed. 


No.  561. 

CHARLES  L.  HOOD  vs.  PITTSBURG  AND  LAKE  ERIE 

RAILROAD  COMPANY. 


Complaint  was  made  regarding  the  withdrawal  of  market  rates  for  the  shipment 
of  marketing  from  Schoop's  ferry  to  Pittsburgh. 

Respondent  in  answer  advised  that  the  e.vpress  company  handling  trafiic  over  their 
lines  was  better  equipped  to  take  care  of  this  and  other  business,  and  that  said 
trafiic  interfered  with  the  work  of  the  baggage  masters  handling  baggage  in  the 
same  car. 

Copy  of  the  answer  of  respondent  was  sent  to  complainant,  hut  as  he  failed  to 
prosecute  complaint  further  same  was  closed. 


No.  562. 


THOMAS  CARLIN’S  SONS  COMPANY  vs.  THE  BALTIMORE 
AND  OHIO  RAILROAD  COMPANY. 


Complainants  alleged  that  they  owned  a side-dump  steel  railroad  ear,  100,000 
pounds  capacity,  which  they  used  for  the  purpose  of  removing  ashes  and  dirt  from 
their  boilers  and  foundry;  this  car  is  placed  on  their  private  siding  at  their  works 
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and  loaded  from  day  to  day  as  the  dirt  accumulates,  to  save  handling;  when  loaded 
the  car  is  consigned  to  a private  switch  on  property  belonging  to  one  of  the 
members  of  the  firm,  situated  on  the  ^yest  Penn  Railroad  between  Aspinwall  and 
Ross  Station,  the  distance  being  from  five  to  six  miles  from  complainant’s  plant; 
that  the  respondent  company  made  a demurrage  charge,  stating  that,  in  loading, 
the  car  was  kept  one  day  beyond  the  regular  time. 

The  complainants,  after  an  ex  parte  hearing,  were  advised  that  the  Commis- 
sion was  of  the  opinion  that  when  this  private  car  was  returned  to  and  placed  upon 
complainant's  exclusively  owned  and  operated  track  it  is  not  subject  to  demurrage 
charges. 


No.  563. 

T.  W.  SHARP  vs.  LEHIGH  VALLEY  TRANSIT  COMPANY. 


Complaint  was  made  regarding  the  rate  of  fare  from  the  lane  below  Port  Wash- 
ington to  the  Works  near  Ambler  on  the  line  of  the  respondent  company’s  road. 

An  investigation  developed  that  the  com|)lainant  leaves  the  car  a short  distance 
inside  of  the  following  fare  limit  which  causes  him  to  pass  through  two  fare  zones. 

Complaiuaut  was  advised  that  practically  all  the  iuterurban  lines  operate  on  a 
zone  basis  and  experience  great  ditticulty  in  arranging  the  zone  limits  to  satisfy  all 
patrons  of  the  road  ; and  that  unless  complainant  is  able  to  show  that  these  zones 
established  by  the  Respondent  are  unequal  and  inequitable,  and  to  suggest  a more 
equitable  and  just  zone  division,  the  Commission  is  unable  to  assist,  under  the 
circumstances,  and  that  there  is  no  law  fixing  either  the  zone  limits  or  the  mileage 
rate  for  street  car  service. 


No.  564. 


THE  FOX  SILICA  SAND  AND  STONE  COMPANY  vs.  THE 
PENNSYLVANIA  RAILROAD  COMPANY. 


Alleging  that  the  rate  of  GOc.  as  charged  on  shipments  of  sand  from  Dagusca- 
honda,  was  excessive,  com[)laint  was  filed  with  the  Commission. 

The  respondent  advised  the  Commission  that  the  rate — 60c.  per  net  ton — is  uc.  per 
ton  less  than  the  rate  ordinarily  charged  for  a similar  distance  of  29  miles,  and 
that  there  are  a number  of  sand  shipping  points  in  the  vicinity  of  Kane,  and  in 
order  that  each  may  have  a chance  to  compete  the  same  have  been  grouped  and 
apply  a rate  of  60c.  from  any  point  in  the  group. 

The  Commission  advised  the  complainant  of  the  answer  of  respondent,  and,  in 
the  absence  of  any  proof  that  the  arrangement  was  unjust  and  inadequate,  closed 
the  case. 


No.  28. 


PENNSYIA'ANIA  STATE  RAILROAD  COMMISSION. 
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No.  565. 


DEPARTMENT  OF  CHARITIES,  PITTSBURGH  vs  THE 
PENNSYLVANIA  RAILROAD  COMPANY,  THE  BALTI- 
MORE AND  OHIO  RAILROAD  COMPANY 


Application  was  made  asking  Commission  to  request  different  railroads  to  furnish 
tickets  at  a reduced  rate  of  fare  to  individuals  in  destitute  circumstances. 

After  conference  with  the  Director  of  Clmrities  of  the  city  of  Pittsburgh,  the 
Commission  advised  that  it  was  without  .iurisdiction  in  the  matter. 


No.  567. 


BOROUGH  OF  BUTLER  vs.  THE  BALTIMORE  AND  OHIO 
RAILROAD  COMPANY,  AND  BESSEMER  AND  LAKE 
ERIE  RAILROAD  COMPANY. 


Petition  was  filed  for  the  betterment  of  street  car  service  and  the  elimination  of 
a grade  crossing  on  Center  Avenue  in  the  Borough  of  Butler. 

Investigation  and  hearing  held  by  the  Commission  developed  the  fact  that  the 
Borough  of  Butler  had  passed  an  ordinance  satisfactory  to  the  Street  Railway 
Company,  providing  for  the  construction  of  a single  track,  single  pier  viaduct', 
over  the  railroad  in  question.  The  Commission  advised  that  under  its  authority  it 
could  neither  recommend  the  widening  of  the  viaduct  to  correspond  with  the  width 
ot  the  street,  nor  change  the  tracks  crossing  the  same. 


No.  568. 


CHICAGO  AND  ST.  LOUIS  RAILROAD  COM- 
PANY in  re.  CLAIM  OF  THE  WALKER  SAND  COMPANY. 


I’etition  was  filed  before  the  Commission  asking  leave  to  grant  a refund  of  $244.33, 
an  alleged  over  charge  on  various  shipments  of  moulding  sand  from  Fairview  to  Erie! 
the  rate  on  the  same  having  been  30  cents  per  ton  and  having  been  advanced  to  50 
cents  iier  ton.  The  reiiuest  for  refund  was  based  mioii  the  fact  that  the  shipper  had 
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no  advice  from  agent  of  the  advancing  rates  and  they  continued  to  sell  on  a basis  of 
the  old  rate,  and  all  sand  sold  on  said  basis,  and  on  which  they  ultimately  paid  the 
new  rate,  w'as  sold  at  a loss. 

The  Commission,  placing  reliance  in  the  statements  made  by  the  shipper  and  the 
Railroad  Company,  advised  the  parties  that  they  had  no  oh.iectiou  to  the  refund  being 
made,  and  the  case  was  closed. 


No.  569. 


S.  A.  FISHBURN  vs.  PHILADELPHIA  AND  READING  RAIL- 
WAY COMPANY. 


A petition  was  filed  presenting  a claim  for  the  refund  of  .?1.(K)  for  car  service 
charges  alleging  that  the  same  could  not  be  released  owing  to  the  refusal  of  the  City 
authorities  to  allow  traffic  on  the  streets  of  Harrisburg  during  the  inaugural  cere- 
monies. 

The  Commission  advised  the  complainant  that  as  other  routes,  which  were  reason- 
able and  convenient,  were  available  for  use,  under  the  circtimstances,  they  were 
not  necessarily  in-eveuted  from  delivering  materials  on  Inauguration  Day,  and  in 
consequence  dismissed  the  complaint. 


^0.  570^ 

H.  FREUND  & COMPANY  vs.  ADAMS  EXPRESS  COMPANY. 


Alleging  that  the  rate  on  a package  from  Tarenlum  to  Philadelphia  was  excessive 
because  the  rate  to  Pittsburgh  was  leas,  complaint  was  made  to  the  Commission. 

After  investigation,  tlie  Commission  advised  the  Complainant  that,  in  view  of  the 
additional  service  required  for  transfer,  the  charge  of  the  Express  Company  did  not 
seem  to  be  too  much  in  excess  of  the  charge  to  Pittsluirgh , from  the  same  point  of 
origin,  and  case  closed. 


Xo.  28. 


I’EXXSYLVAXIA  STATE  RAILROAD  COM^MISSK^X. 
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Uo.  571, 

FRANK  METTFETT  AND  BROTHER  vs.  THE  PENNSYL- 
VANIA RAILROAD  COMPANY. 


Coinplamant  alleged  that  a charge  for  icing  on  a shipment  of  fruit  from  .lit.  Alto 
to  Lancaster  was  excessive. 

Respondent  advised  the  Commission  that  all  cars  are  iced  twice;— first,  at  Chambers- 
hurg  before  going  to  m.  Alto,  and,  afterwards,  at  Chambersburg  enronte  to  desti- 
nation, there  being  no  facilities  for  icing  cars  at  Mt.  Alto,  and  that  all  refrigerator 
cars  are  supplied  from  Chambersburg. 

The  complainant  was  advised  that  the  charges  seem  to  have  been  properly  made, 
but  whether  there  were  any  circumstances  surrounding  the  case  that  would  relieve 
complamant  from  paying  bill  upon  presentation  by  Respondent  ('ompaiiy  is  a 
question  which  only  the  Courts  could  determine,  and  the  case  was  dismissed. 


No.  572. 

THE  NORTH  EAST  INDEPENDENT  TELEPHONE  COM- 
PANY vs.  TELEPHONE  COMPANIES. 


Complainant  alleged  that  the  Independent  Telephone  Companies  of  Erie  County 
have  refused  to  send  or  to  receive  messages  from  the  Complainant  Company  through 
fear  of  disconnection  by  the  American  Dnion  Long  Distance  Company,  Complainant 
( ompany  having  connected  with  the  Dell  Company. 

The  complainant  advised  the  Commission  that  as  legal  proceedings  had  been  in- 
stituted restraining  Respondents  from  disconnecting  connections,  complainant  de- 
sired to  withdraw  the  complaint. 


No,  573. 

THE  PATTON  COMPANY  vs.  THE  PENNSYLVANIA  RAIL 

ROAD  COMPANY. 


Alleging  excessive  charges  on  a shipment  of  lumber  complaint  was  filed  with  the 
Commission.  An  examinatiou  revealed  the  fact  that  the  shipment  in  question 
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origiiiatcil  iu  Teimessee,  a point  without  the  State,,  and  therefore  the  Commission 
dismissed  the  complaint  as  the  same  constituted  an  interstate  shipment,  over  which 
the  Commission  has  no  jurisdiction. 


~No.  574. 

G.  ELMER  DETRICK  vs.  LEHIGH  VALLEY  RAILROAD 

COMPANY. 


Complainant  alleged  that  the  passenger  train  service  between  Sayre  and  Tunkban- 
nock.  on  the  line  of  the  Respondent  C’ompany’s  road,  was  insufficient. 

The  Commission  advised  the  complainant  that  unless  it  can  be  proven  that  the 
demand  and  the  amount  of  travel  is  sufficient  to  warrant  additional  service  on  that 
line,  the  Commission  could  not  recommend  the  service  desired. 

As  complainant  failed  to  establish  these  facts,  the  case  was  closed  for  want  of 
prosecution. 


m.  575. 


F.  S.  DENISON  vs.  SCHUYLKILL  VALLEY  TRACTION  COM- 
PANY. 


Complaint  was  filed  alleging  that  the  character  of  Respondent’s  cars  and  the 
operation  of  the  same  between  Wissahickon  Station  and  Manayuuk,  and  Wissa- 
hickon  Station  and  Barren  Hill  were  insufficient  to  meet  the  demands  of  the 
travelling  public. 

After  receiving  the  answer  of  the  Respondent  Company,  and  an  investi.gation 
made  by  a re]jresontative  of  tin'  Commission,  the  complainant  was  informed  that 
the  Commission  was  of  the  opinion  that  the  present  facilities  afforded  were  sufficient 
to  meet  the  present  demands  for  traffic;  but  that,  througli  the  services  of  tlie  Com- 
mission, the  Respondent  Company  would,  be, ginning  with  the  1st  of  April  and  con- 
tinuin,g  throughout  the  summer,  afford  additional  service  and  make  closer  connec- 
lions  between  the  points  involved  in  the  complaint. 


x\o.  2S. 


PKX.\SVi.^  AXIA  STATi:  KAiLUOAD  COMM l.SS lOX. 


-t;! 


Uo.  576. 

EDWARD  U.  SMITH  vs.  PITTSBURGH  AND  CHARLEROI 
STREET  RAILWAY  COMPANY. 


The  complainant  allesed  that  he  lived  at  Library  Acres,  on  the  line  of  respon- 
dent Company  s road,  and  was  was  employed  at  the  Fort  Fiit  Bridge  M’orks  t'anons- 

mrg;  that  the  fare  of  ;F.  cents,  charged  by  the  respondent  Company,  is  excessive 
as  the  respondent  sells  tickets  at  reduced  rates  from  Charleroi  and  MonongaI.ela 
< ity  to  \\  ashingtou  ; tliat  complainant  should  he  entille.l  to  some  reduction  in  fare 
between  Library  Acres  and  Canonsburg. 

_ In  answer  respondent  advised  that  the  .listance  from  Library  Acres  to  Cammsluir.. 
IS  oi  miles  and  the  route  is  over  two  different  lines  of  the  Pittsburgh  Railways 
Company,  being  about  miles  on  tlie  Charleroi  route  and  12  miles  on  the  Canons- 
burg and  Washington  route.  BespondeiU  admits  that  it  sells  trip  tickets  for  pas- 
sengers between  Charleroi  and  Weshington,  a ride  each  way  of  12-lmiles  for  .Sil ->0 

llV'TT  Washington,  a ride  each  way'  of  37  mires'^; 

.UJ,  that  the  use  ot  these  tickets  is  desirable  in  that  it  facilitates  the  collection 
ot  ares  by  conductors,  and,  as  all  these  places  are  hi  M'ashingtoii  County,  it 
enables  the  ravel  to  reach  the  county  seat;  that  said  system  would  not  be  practicable 
on  he  line  between  Librari-  Acres  and  (A.nonsbiirg,  because  a mileage  basis  of  fare 
could  not  be  adopted  without  great  confusion  and  difficulty ; the  5 cent  unit  of  fare 
m use,  therefore,  requires  the  fixing  of  fare  points;  that  such  points  are  fixed  at 
imitorm  distances  along  the  route. 

In  the  case  of  the  complainant  while  the  fare  charged  him  from  Library  -Wres 
to  Canonsburg  for  his  ride  of  ir.i  miles  is  .3.7  cents,  the  same  fare  will  convey  other 
passengers  from  a point  beyond  Library  Acres  ,o  a point  beyond  Cono.islmrg,  a 
total  distance  of  IS. 4 miles. 

A copy  of  the  answer  was  sent  to  complainant  and  as  he  failed  to  further  prose- 
cute the  case,  same  was  dismissed. 


No.  577. 

INDIANA  FOUNDRY  COMPANY,  LTD.  vs.  BUFFALO  ROCH- 
ESTER AND  PITTSBURG  RAILWAY,  THE  PENNSYLVA 
NIA  RAILROAD  COMPANY. 


Coniplaint  was  made  to  the  Commission  regarding  a rate  on  scrap  iron  shipments 
from  A intomlale  to  Indiana,  alleging  that  the  .same  was  excessive 

The  Respondent  Companies  advised  that  they  were  prepared  to  take  up  the 
question  direct  with  the  eoniplaiiiant,  and  the  case  was  therefore  dismissed 
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ITo.  578. 

PENNSYLVANIA  FIRE  BRICK  COMPANY  vs.  NEW  YORK 
CENTRAL  AND  HUDSON  RIVER  RAILROAD  COM- 
PANY. 


( '<iini)lainant  was  made  regardinj;-  the  classificatiuu  of  steel  castings  on  a shipment 
from  Clearfield  to  Leech  Creek,  on  the  line  of  the  Respondent  Company’s  road, 
alleging'  that  the  same  was  excessive. 

After  taking  the  matter  up  with  Re.spondeiit  Company  the  Commission  secured 
for  the  complainant  a readjustment  of  rates,  and  the  case  was  closed. 


W.  H.  DRUCKEMILLER  vs.  WESTERN  MARYLAND  RAIL- 
WAY COMPANY. 


Complaint  was  made  regarding  rates  of  fare  from  Chambersburg  to  Hanover,  via 
the  line  of  the  Respondent  Company's  road,  alleging  that  said  rate  was  excessive,  and 
that  a greater  rate  was  charged  for  one  part  of  the  trip  than  for  another. 

The  Commission,  after  investigation,  advised  the  respondent  that,  inasmuch  as 
part  of  this  route  was  outside  of  the  State  of  I’ennsylvania , it  was  interstate  traffic 
and  as  such  was  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commission,  and  the  complaint  was 
dismissed. 


No.  580. 

GEORGE  M.  TRIMBLE  vs.  ADAMS  EXPRESS  COMPANY. 


Complainant  alleged  that  the  rates  charged  by  the  respondent  company  on  express 
matter  in  Pennsylvania  were  excessive. 

As  complainant  failed  to  furnish  information  requested  by  the  Commission  re- 
garding these  rates  on  shipments,  the  case  was  dismissed  for  lack  of  prosecution. 


No.  28. 
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No.  581. 


F.  W.  TUNNELL  AND  COMPANY  vs.  THE  PENNSYLVANIA 
RAILROAD  COMPANY,  AND  ERIE  RAILROAD  COM- 
PANY. 


Complaint  was  made  alleging  excessive  rates  on  fertilizers  shipped  in  carloads 
from  I’hiladelphia  to  various  points  in  Tioga  Comity. 

After  investigation  by  the  Commission,  the  complainant  was  advised  that  the 
junction  point  of  these  two  railroads  was  in  the  State  of  New  York,  and  the  freight 
would  necessarily  be  tramsported  part  of  the  way  in  the  State  of  New  York,  that 
this  constitutes  interstate  traffic,  and  is,  tlierefore,  witliout  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Commission. 


No.  582. 


J.  K.  MOSSER  COMPANY  vs.  LEHIGH  VALLEY  RAILROAD 

COMPANY. 


Complaint  alleged  that  excessive  rale  was  charged  on  a shipment  of  bark  from 
Standing  Stone  to  Noxen,  stating  that  at  first  the  quotation  was  made  for  .'(!1.05  by 
the  Railroad  Company,  but  bill  was  pre.sented  showing  charge  as  !J'1.25  per  ton  ; 
that  later  Respondent  advised  that  the  rate  should  be  .IU.d.')  and  requested  the 
payment  of  the  difference. 

The  complainant  was  advised  that  inasmuch  as  the  consignor  agreed  to  deliver 
the  commodity  F.  O.  B.  Noxen  and  directed  consignee  to  pay  the  freight  and  deduct 
that  charge  from  the  cost  of  the  commodity,  that  if  the  Railroad  Company  makes 
any  overcharge  for  freight,  then  either  party  can  make  claim  for  refund  of  the 
overcharge,  but  the  consignee  in  so  doing  would  act  therein  as  the  agent  of  the 
consignor  in  which  capacity  he  also  acts  in  the  payment  of  freight;  that  inasmuch 
as  in  the  demand  for  overcharge,  as  well  as  in  payment  of  any  freight  charges,  con- 
signee is  acting  only  as  agent  for  the  consignor,  if  the  consignor  places  upon  the 
consignee  any  limitations  as  to  the  freight  rate,  consignee  is  concluded  thereby, 
and  if  instructions  were  exceeded  in  that  respect,  would  be  responsible  for  any  loss 
resulting. 

As  complainant  failed  to  further  prosecute  complaint  the  same  was  dismissed. 
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No.  583. 


LEWIS  F.  CASTOR  vs.  THE  PENNSYLVANIA  RAILROAD 

COMPANY. 


Complaint  was  filed,  alleging  that  the  freight  rate  on  the  shipment  of  a carriage 
from  Trenton,  New  Jersey  to  Fraukford,  Penn’a. , was  excessive. 

The  complainant  was  .advised  that,  inasmuch  as  the  shipment  in  question,  from 
the  point  of  origin  to  point  of  destination,  involved  interstate  traffic,  this  Commis- 
sion has  no  jurisdiction  in  the  matter,  and  the  case  was  ilisinissed. 


No.  584. 


HORACE  LINCOLN  JACOBS  vs.  CITY  PASSENGER  RAIL- 
WAY COMPANY  OF  ALTOONA. 


Complaint  was  made  because  the  respondent  Company  refused  to  issue  transfer  at 
8th  Avenue  and  15th  Street,  in  tlie  city  of  Altoona  ; also  to  accept  tickets  for 
transportation  by  said  company. 

Ju  answer,  respondent  advised  that  the  place  at  which  complainant  desired 
transfer  is  not  a transfer  ijoiut,  and  that  the  conductor  was  within  his  right  in  not 
issuing  a transfer. 

In  regard  to  the  refusal  to  accept  tickets,  respondent  answered  that  the  car  upon 
which  tickets  were  offered  is  what  is  known  as  the  “Owl-car”  on  which  the  fare  is 
10  cents,  and  that  there  were  no  City-line  cars  running  at  that  hour  of  the  night 
upon  which  transfers  could  have  been  used. 

Copy  of  the  answer  of  the  respondent  was  sent  to  the  complainant  for  comment 
but  as  he  failed  to  comment  on  same,  case  was  dismissed. 


No.  585. 


H.  U.  CLAYTON  and  W.  E.  HEXAMER  vs.  PHILADELPHIA 
RAPID  TRANSIT  COMPANY. 


Complaint  was  made  to  the  Commission  relative  to  the  heating  of  cars  operated 
by  the  respondent  company  on  its  lines  in  the  City  of  Philadelphia. 


No.  28. 
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The  re.^pondeut  advi.sed  the  Ooiimiissioii  tliat,  owing  to  unsual  circumstances 
caused  by  a severe  snow’  storm,  considerable  power  trouble  was  experienced,  thereby 
necessitating  the  cut-out  of  the  heat  on  the  passenger  cars. 

Case  closed. 


No.  586. 


SAMUEL  CALVIN  SMITH  vs.  PENNSYLVANIA  RAILROAD 

COMPANY. 


Complaint  was  made  regarding  the  delay  of  Train  204,  leaving  Altoona  at  4;0O 
P.  M. , lebruary  28th,  on  the  Bi'dford  Division  of  the  resxjondent  comiiany's  line, 
alleging  that  tia\elling  public  was  jjut  to  serious  inconv'enieuce  by  delay  of  said 
train. 

The  respondent  company  advised  the  Commission  that  the  delay  in  said  train 
service  was  due  to  the  fact  that  the  local  freight  engine  became  .stalled,  on  account 
of  running  out  of  sand  and  water,  and  that  the  delay  was  an  unavoidalde  one. 

As  this  explanation  satisfied  the  complaint,  the  same  was  dismissed. 


No.  587. 


STROMBERG-CARLSON  TELEPHONE  MFG.  COMPANY  vs 
THE  BELL  TELEPHONE  COMPANY. 


Complaint  was  made  regarding  the  refusal  of  the  respondent  to  connect  with 
private  telephone  exchanges  unless  the  customer  adopted  the  Western  Electric  Com- 
pany’s type  of  switch-board  equipment. 

The  complainant  was  advised  by  the  Commission  that  there  is  no  statute  in 
Pennsylvania  on  the  subject  of  connection  of  private  exchanges.  The  Telephone 
Companies  being  common  carriers,  under  their  duties  as  such,  must  render  service 
to  all  alike.  Private  branch  exchange  service  must  be  accepted  by  them  upon  the 
same  conditions  for  all,  and  if  the  equipment  installed  can  be  operated  with  the 
same  facility,  accuracy  and  safety  as  that  of  other  manufacturers  now  in  use,  in 
connection  with  the  service  offered  by  the  teleplione  companies,  there  could  be  no 
valid  objection  to  its  installation. 
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No.  588. 

O.  C.  MUTSCHLER  vs.  THE  PENNSYLVANIA  RAILROAD 

COMPANY. 


Comijlaiiit  was  made  regarding  stop-over  privileges  on  excursion  tickets  from 
Lewisburg  to  Xew  York. 

The  Commission  advised  that,  as  the  point  of  origin  and  the  i)oint  of  destination 
were  in  two  seijarate  states,  it  was  an  interstate  journey,  over  which  the  Com- 
mission has  no  jurisdiction,  and  dismissed  Hit'  comidaint. 


No.  589. 

P.  L.  ROW  vs.  THE  PENNSYLVANIA  RAILROAD  COMPANY. 


A petition  was  made  for  the  refum]  of  dues  paid  into  the  Railroad  Voluntary 
Relief  Fund. 

The  comi)lainant  was  advised  that  the  payment  of  such  sum  into  said  Relief  Fund 
is  subject  to  the  i)rovisions  of  that  Department,  and  in  case  of  any  dispute  in  re- 
gard to  the  scopf'  and  meaning  of  these  provisions  tlio  <iuestiou  arising  will  have 
to  be  determined  liy  tlie  Courts,  as  the  same  is  witliout  tlie  jurisdiction  of  this  Com- 
mission, and  the  case  was  dismissed. 


No.  590. 


GEORGE  W.  WILLIAMS  vs.  NEW  YORK  CENTRAL  AND 
HUDSON  RIVER  RAILROAD  COMPANY. 


Complaint  was  made  regarding  the  station  facilities  and  accommodations  at 
Stukesdale  .Tuncliun,  on  the  line  of  respondent  Company’s  road. 

On  receipt  of  sai<l  complaint,  the  respondent  advised  the  Commission  that  orders 
had  been  issued  to  make  the  desired  improvements,  and  as  this  satisfied  the  com- 
plaint the  case  was  dismissed. 


No.  2«. 


PENNSYl.VANIA  STATE  RAILliOAD  COMMISSION. 
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No.  592. 

H.  J.  FRY  vs.  HUNTINGDON  AND  BROAD  TOP  MOUNTAIN 
RAILROAD  AND  COAL  CO. 


A petition  was  filed,  representing-  that  the  siding  i’acilities  at  the  stations  of 
Ciphei  and  Ilopewell,  on  the  line  of  the  respondent  Company's  i-oad,  were  not  suf- 
ficent  nor  convenient  to  profitable  shipping,  and  requesting  that  greater  facilities  be 
afforded. 

The  respondent,  in  answer  to  said  complaint,  advised  the  Commission  that  they 
were  willing  to  provide  increased  siding  facilities  at  the  points  desired. 

As  this  satisfied  the  complaint,  the  same  was  dismissed. 


No.  593. 


WALTER  C.  DRAKE  vs.  ALTOONA  AND  LOGAN  VALLEY 
ELECTRIC  RAILWAY  COMPANY. 


Coniplaint  was  made,  alleging  that  the  conductor  on  the  line  of  respondent  Com- 
pany refused  to  accept  transfer  ofl'ered  as  fare. 

The  Commission,  after  im  estigation , advised  the  complainant  that  the  conductor 
was  collect  as  it  was  hi.s  duty  to  follow  the  rules  of  the  Company,  which  provided 
that  the  transfer  with  the  coupons  detached  could  not  bo  accepted,  and  had  it  been 
accepted  by  him  and  turned  into  the  ollice  of  the  r'ompany,  the  Company  w-ould  have 
held  the  conductor  responsible  for  the  amount  of  the  fare. 

Case  dismissed. 


No.  594. 

JOHN  HEATHCOTE  vs.  ADAMS  EXPRESS  COMPANY. 


Complaint  was  made,  alleging  that  the  respondent  Company  failed  to  deliver 
goods  to  the  residence  of  the  complainant.  No.  20  South  19th  Street,  in  the  City  of 
Harrisburg. 

The  complainant  was  advised  that  the  Express  Company  had  e.xtended  their  de- 
livery limits  from  Seneca  Street  on  the  north  to  Cameron  Extension  on  the  south, 
and  fiom  1 rout  Street  on  the  west  to  21st  Street  on  the  east,  which  territory  would 
include  complainant’s  residence. 

Case  closed. 
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No.  595. 


L,  M.  MACE  vs.  PHILADELPHIA  AND  READING  RAILWAY 

COMPANY. 


Complaint  was  made  regarding  the  refusal  of  respondent  company  to  furnish 
buffet  service  to  passengers  unless  a Pullman  chair  was  paid  for  while  being  served. 

The  complainant  was  advised  that  the  service  is  in  the  power  of  the  Pullman 
Company  arul  the  service  on  that  car  is  made  only  to  the  occupants  thereof  and  not 
to  all  passengers  indiscriminately  on  the  train.  Consequently  the  Pullman  Com- 
pany is  justified  in  refusing  to  serve  passengers  from  other  cars. 

Case  dismissed. 


No.  596. 


W.  C.  LADERER’S  CARRIAGE  FACTORY  vs.  RAILROAD 

COMPANIES. 


Alleging  that  freight  rates  on  wagons  from  Blvans  City 
were  excessive,  complaint  was  filed  with  the  Commission. 

As  the  respondent  failed  to  advise  the  name  and  rates 
over  which  shipments  were  made,  the  case  was  dismissed 


to  points  in  Pennsylvania 

of  the  railroad  companies 
for  lack  of  prosecution. 


No.  597. 


JOHN  F.  BEIGHLEY  vs.  THE  PENNSYLVANIA  RAILROAD 

COMPANY. 


Complainant  alleged  inadequate  passenger  and  freight  facilities  at  Ardara. 

As  the  complainant  failed  to  establish  sufficient  demand  for  additional  passehger 
and  freight  facilities,  the  complaint  was  dismissed. 
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No.  598. 


GEORGE  JOHNSON  and  FRANK  H.  RIDGLEY  vs.  THE  BELL 
TELEPHONE  COMPANY. 


Complaint.s  were  made  to  the  Commission  regarding  the  right  of  the  Telephone 
Company  to  terminate  a contract  and  refuse  to  renew  the  same  except  at  an  in- 
creased rate. 

The  Commission  advised  the  complainants  that  the  real  question  at  issue  was 
whether  tlie  rates  now  cluirged  by  Respondent  Comp.any  are  reast>nable  and 
equitable  : and  that  there  can  be  no  question  as  to  the  right  of  the  respondent  com- 
pany, from  time  to  time,  as  the  circumstances  may  warrant,  to  change  its  rates; 
and  that  because  the  rates  under  the  old  contract  were  lower  than  the  ones  now 
demanded  for  similar  service  does  not  of  itself  justify  the  Commission  in  determin- 
ing that  the  new  rates  are  unreasonable  and  excessive.  The  only  thing  that  wouhl 
justify  such  determination  by  the  Commission  would  be  proof  to  that  effect. 

As  the  complainants  failed  to  further  prosecute  their  complaint,  the  same  was 
dismissed. 


No.  599. 

THE  BALTIMORE  AND  OHIO  RAILROAD  COMPANY  vs 
CLAIM  OF  G.  G.  STITZINGER  AND  COMPANY, 


Alleging  an  o\ercharge  on  a shipment  of  lumber  from  Shippens\'ille,  consigned 
to  Alicia  Mines,  located  near  South  Rrownsville,  the  P.altimore  and  Ohio  Railroad 
Company  petitions  this  Commission  for  the  j-ight  to  make  retjaration  to  claimant. 

The  Commission,  after  considering  the  full  statement  of  facts  by  both  parties, 
advised  petitioners  that  no  objection  would  be  made  to  a refund,  and  case  was,  there- 
fore closed. 


No.  600. 


THE  BALTIMORE  AND  OHIO  RAILROAD  COMPANY  in  re 
CLAIM  OF  AMERICAN  SHEET  AND  TIN  PLATE  COM- 
PANY. 


An  application  was  made  by  the  Baltimore  A (thio  Railroad,  asking  leave  to 
make  repartation  to  the  American  Sheet  & Tin  I’late  Company  in  the  sum  of  $85.88, 
for  5 cents  per  ton  alleged  overcharge  on  sliipments  made  by  that  Company  of  48 
cars  of  sheet,  bars  from  Bessemer,  Benira.,  to  Connellsville,  I'enn’a. 
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The  Commis.sion , after  investigation,  developed  that  from  the  summer  of  1904 
until  the  publication  of  Tariff  S0S8,  effective  September  11th,  1909,  the  rate  on 
sheet  bars  from  Bessemer  to  Cotmellsville,  Penna.,  was  .15  cents  per  gross  ton  but 
that  by  said  tariff  SGS8  the  rate  was  changed  to  GO  cents  per  gross  ton  and  that 
rale  remained  in  effect  until  the  summer  of  1910. 

That  during  the  pei-iod  from  December,  1905,  until  about  the  same  time  1909 
the  works  of  the  American  Sheet  & Tin  Plate  Company  were  closed  and  presumably 
no  shipment  therefore  made. 

That  in  January,  191(1,  that  Company  began  its  shipments  again  and  continued 
them  for  a period  of  at  least  six  mouths,  during  which  time  the  48  cars  in  question 
were  shipped  and  the  Company's  published  rate  of  GO  cents  per  gross  ton  paid  for 
freight  thereon,  anil  the  payment  of  that  freight  made  in  ad\-ance,  and  it  was  sub- 
seipient  to  these  shipments  that  the  comi)laint  was  made  of  this  freight  rate,  and 
the  new  tariff  restored  the  old  rate  of  55  cents  thereon,  then  published  and  made 
effective  in  July,  1910. 

That  it  appeared  that  for  a period  of  about  five  years  the  plant  of  the  Company 
was  not  in  operation,  and  tliat  when  opei'ations  therein  were  resumed,  shipments 
were  made  without  any  impiiry  as  to  (he  rate  then  in  effect,  and  that  that  rate  must 
necessarily  have  beeen  made  known  to  the  shipper  by  reason  of  the  fact  that  these 
shipments  began  early  in  .Tannai'y,  1910,  and  the  freight  thereon  was  prepaid, 
and  this  prepayment  of  freight,  without  so  far  as  appears  any  complaint  or 
(ibjection  thereto  having  been  made,  was  continued  by  the  shipper  for  a period  of  six 
months. 

Since  (he  rate  was  known  to  the  shipper  at  the  time  these  shipments  were  made 
and  the  shipraeents  continued  for  so  long  a period  without  objection,  and  since, 
also,  it  seems  that  this  claim  was  held  in  abeyance  for  a period  of  at  least  six 
months  longer,  the  Commission  did  not  feel  justified  in  approving  the  reparation 
desired  in  this  case. 

Wherever  freight  rates  claimed  are  to  be  excessive  and  unreasonable,  it  is 
(he  duty  of  the  shipper  to  make  complaint  of  that  fact  at  the  earliest  opportunity, 
and  laches  like  that  ni)i)arcnt  in  this  case  should  not  be  countenanced. 

'riie  i)etitioner  was  also  advised  that  it  was  far  from  the  desire  or  intention 
of  the  Commission  to  interpose  any  objection  to  reparation  in  piroper  cases  where 
th(‘  ground  therefor  was  of  recent  date  and  the  shipper  had  not  slept  upon  his  rights 
b('yond  reasonable  period,  but  the  opportunities  for  possible  discrimination  in 
matters  of  this  kind  are  such  that  the  Commission  is  required  to  exercise  the 
greatest  caution  in  api)ioving  requests  of  this  character. 

Claim  for  reparation  denieil  and  case  closed. 


No.  601. 

A.  S.  BRINSER  vs.  THE  PENNSYLVANIA  RAILROAD  COM- 
PANY. 

Complaint  was  made  that  while  the  eastbound  passenger  train  was  discharging 
passengers  at  Bainbridge  Station  a westbound  freight  rounded  the  curve  of  the 
road  at  the  rate  of  15  to  20  miles  an  hour,  thereby  endangering  the  lives  of  the 
passengers. 

The  respondent  advised  the  Commission  that  the  freight  train  wms  operated  in 
disobedience  to  the  rules  of  the  Respondent  Company  and  the  crew'  had  been 
properly  disciplined.  A rule  is  in  vogue  by  the  Respondent  Company  which,  if 
adhered  to  by  the  employees,  would  prevent  a repetition  of  such  an  occurrence. 

Case  dismissed. 
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1^0.  602. 

P.  H.  MORRIS  VS.  PHILADELPHIA  AND  READING  RAIL- 
WAY COMPANY. 


Complaint  was  made  alleging  discrimination  in  the  5 and  10  cent  package  delivery 
service  of  the  re.spondenl  < ompany  between  Philadelphia  and  Newtown. 

Investigation  developed  that,  according  to  the  rules  of  the  respondent,  the  service 
must  be  on  goods  for  personal  or  family  use  and  not  for  sale:  that  the  intent  of  the 
service  is  to  afford  facility  for  the  use  of  patrons  within  the  commutation  district 
coming  into  Philadelphia  for  shopping  and  marketing,  and  is  not  intended  to  take 
the  place  of  the  usual  e.xpress  service;  that  the  complainant  is  a retail  dealer  in 
Newtown  and  desired  to  receive  and  send  packages  from  and  to  I’hiladelphia  on  the 
same  terms  as  a private  individual  under  the  rules  of  the  Railroad  Companj' ; as 
these  rules  e.xpressly  provide  that  these  shipments  do  not  apply  to  articles  intended 
for  sale  such  articles  do  not  come  under  the  provisions  of  the  Parcel  Ex()ress 
Service.  ' 

The  Commission  did  not  see  there  was  any  discrimination  practised  by  the  re- 
spondent, and  dismissed  the  complaint. 


No.  603. 


William  w.  stonebraker  vs.  the  Pullman  com- 
pany. 


Complaint  was  filed,  alleging  that  excessive  charge  was  made  for  two  seats  be- 
tween Johnstown  and  Altoona,  on  Penn’a.  Train  No.  30 — the  berth  rate  of  .$1..K) 
being  charged. 

The  respondent  advised  the  Commission  that  the  regular  seat  fai'e  from  Johnstown 
to  Altoona  is  25  cents  during  the  hours  when  respondent  sells  seats  in  its  sleejiiug 
cars,  hut  that  Train  No.  30  passes  Johnstown  at  11:08  P.  JI. , which  is  after  the 
time  when  the  sale  of  seats  is  permitted  in  sleeping  cars  and  that  said  rules  have 
been  established  in  consideration  of  sleeping  car  passengers  who  desire  to  retire. 

The  complainant  was  advised  of  the  rules  of  the  respondent  company  and  of  its 
answer,  and  as  he  failed  to  prosecute  the  same  the  complaint  was  dismissed. 
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No.  604. 


WALKER  ELECTRIC  COMPANY  vs.  THE  BALTIMORE  AND 
OHIO  RAILROAD  COMPANY. 


Coniiilainant  alleged  iinproiter  clafisification  on  a shipment  of  electrical  apparatus 
from  i’ittsburgh  to  Philadelphia,  on  the  line  of  the  respondent  company. 

The  Commission  ad\dsed  the  complainant  that,  as  the  shipment  in  question  moved 
through  the  states  of  Delaware,  iMarylaud  and  West  A'irginia,  it  constituted  an 
interstate  movement  and  the  same  was  without  the  .iurisdiction  of  this  Commission. 
The  case  was,  therefore,  dismissed. 


No.  605. 

JOHN  HOHENADEL,  C.  L.  DYKES  and  J.  W.  FERGUSON  vs. 
PHILADELPHIA  AND  READING  RAILWAY  COMPANY. 


Comiilaint  was  made  n'garding  the  proposed  change  in  location  of  the  passenger 
station  at  East  Falls,  on  the  line  of  the  respondent  company. 

The  Commission,  after  personal  interviews  with  the  parties  and  also  personal  in- 
spection of  the  locality  in  qiieslion,  advised  the  complainants  that  they  were  of 
the  opinion  that  there  was  no  material  difference,  so  far  as  the  convenience  to  the 
liatrons  of  the  respondent’s  I'oad  al  East  Falls  is  concerned,  between  the  location 
proposed  hy  respondents  and  that  proposed  hy  the  complainants;  that  a station 
located  at  either  point  to  he  reasonahly  convenient  to  the  patrons  of  the  road,  would 
require  tin*  opening  of  Sunnyside  Avenue,  with  connections  with  Hohenadel  Street, 
and  away  from  that  Avenue  southeast  to  the  location  desired  by  the  complainants, 
and  northwest  to  the  location  proposed  hy  the  respondent  company;  this,  in  ad- 
dition to  means  of  access  more  directly  from  ilidvale  Avenue  should  the  station  be 
located  on  the  site  proposed  by  the  respondent. 

With  these  various  avenues  of  approach  afforded  either  location  should  be 
reasonable  and  convenient — the  distance  between  them  is  of  no  such  considerable 
matter  as  to  make  substantial  difference  in  the  location. 

The  Commission,  therefore,  refraining  from  designating  definitely  either  of  the 
points,  contented  itself  with  the  information  that  either  of  the  points  would  be  ac- 
cessible and  dismissed  the  complaint. 


No.  28. 


PENNSYLVANIA  STATE  RAILROAD  COMMISSION. 


No.  606. 


HENRY  J.  SHOEMAKER  vs.  BUCKS  COUNTY  ELECTRIC 

RAILWAY  COMPANY,  and  NEW  JERSEY  AND  PENNSYL- 
VANIA TRACTION  COMPANY. 


Complaint  was  made  regarding  the  connection  at  Newton  between  the  cars  of  the 
respondent  companies,  setting  forth  that  patrons  were  pat  to  considerable  incon- 
venience and  annoyance. 

Respondents  advised  of  their  attention  to  endeavor  to  make  better  connections, 
thereby  satisfying  the  complaint. 


No.  607. 


DAVID  BAUGHMAN  vs.  THE  PENNSYLVANIA  RAILROAD 

COMPANY. 


Complaint  was  made  regarding  the  dangerous  approach  to  the  station  at  Irwin, 
Westmoreland  County,  owing  to  the  occupancy  of  the  main  street  crossing  by  the 
branch  trains  in  the  morning. 

The  respondent  advised  the  Commission  that  arrangements  had  been  made  to 
keep  the  crossing  open  until  such  time  as  certain  improvements  are  made  which  are 
in  contemplation  and  which  will  result  in  less  interference  with  said  crossing. 

As  this' satisfied  the  complaint,  the  case  was  closed. 


No.  608. 

W.  WILLIAMS  vs.  DELAWARE  AND  HUDSON  COMPANY. 


Complaint  was  made  regarding  damages  caused  to  the  farm  land  of  the  com- 
plainant by  burning,  due  to  sparks  thrown  from  a locomotive. 

The  complainant  was  advised  that  redre.ss  should  be  sought  through  appropriate 

action  at  law  for  the  damages  sustained,  and  that  this  Commis.sion  was  without 
jurisdiction. 
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No.  609. 


THE  BERKEBILE  LUMBER  COMPANY  vs.  THE  BALTI- 
MORE AND  OHIO  RAILROAD  COMPANY. 


Complainant  alleged  that  excessive  rate  was  charged  on  a shipment  of  bricks  from 
Somerset  to  Acosta,  a distance  of  15  miles;  the  rate  was  10  cents  i>er  ton  more  than 
the  rate  to  .Johnstown,  which  is  more  than  twice  the  distance. 

ITion  taking  the  matter  up  with  the  respondent  it  developed  that  the  shipment  was 
erroneously  assessed  at  $1.20  per  net  ton,  due  wholly  to  the  agent  having  overlooked 
Ihe  commodity  rate  of  5.5  cents  per  net  ton,  as  per  Tariff  I.  C.  C.  9250,  and  that  a 
I’efund  of  $17.82  would  he  made  to  the  complainant. 

I’his  satisfied  Ihe  complaint  and  the  case  was  closed. 


No.  610. 


RIDGE  VIEW  SAND  COMPANY  vs.  THE  PENNSYLVANIA 

RAILROAD  COMPANY. 


Complainant  alleged  that  the  rate  on  sand  from  Walnut  Rend  to  Pittsburgh,  was 
exc(‘ssive,  as  compared  with  the  rate  from  Walnut  Bend  to  Buffalo,  New  York. 

The  respondent  advised  the  Commission  that  the  rale  charged  was  the  same  as 
all  other  rates  to  that  point;  that  the  rate  to  Buffalo  was  considered  extremely  low, 
hut  was  made  to  enal)le  this  company  to  compete  with  other  sand  plants  situated 
in  the  Buffalo  market. 

As  the  complainant  failed  to  further  prosecute  the  complaint,  same  was  closed. 


No.  611. 

MESTA  MACHINE  COMPANY  vs.  THE  PENNSYLVANIA 

RAILROAD  COMPANY. 


Complainant  alleged  improper  classification  of  shipment  of  billets  from  Ihttsburgh 
to  Homestead. 

After  answei-  fded  by  the  respondent,  the  complainant  advised  the  Commission 
that  the  question  had  lieen  taken  up  direct  with  the  respondent  and  was  in  process 
of  satisfactory  adjustment. 


No.  28. 


PENNSYLVANIA  STATE  RAILROAD  COMMISSION. 


No.  612. 

CHARLES  J.  GLUNZ  vs.  EASTERN  PENNSYLVANIA  RAIL- 
WAYS COMPANY. 

Complaint  was  made  that  respondent  company  charged  two  fares  within  the 
■borough  limits  of  Pottsville. 

The  complainant  was  advised  that  there  were  no  statutory  provisions  in  this 
State  limiting  the  fare  witliin  boroughs  to  a single  fare  within  the  corporate 
limits,  and  unless  the  Borough  of  Pottsville  imposed  sucli  a provision  upon  the 
Street  Railwa}’  Comi^any  in  granting  the  franchise,  there  is  no  legal  prolubition  on 
the  subject. 

Case  dismissed. 


No.  613. 

RESIDENTS  ALONG  THE  RIGHT  OF  WAY  OF  THE  SOUTH 
PENNSYLVANIA  RAILWAY  COMPANY  vs.  SOUTH  PENN- 
SYLVANIA RAILWAY  COMPANY. 


1 etition  was  filed  complaining  of  the  abandonment  of  the  constructive  operation 
on  the  line  of  the  respondent  company's  road. 

Petitionei-s  were  advised  that  an  application  should  be  made  to  the  Attorney  Cen- 
eral  to  institute  proceedings  in  quo  warranto  to  void  and  annul  charter  privileges, 
unless  the  time  for  construction  of  said  road  had  been  extended. 

As  the  same  was  without  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Commission  the  case  was  closed. 


No.  614. 

W.  K.  MYERS  vs.  PHILADELPHIA  AND  READING  RAIL- 
WAY COMPANY. 


A petition  was  filed  requesting  the  change  of  the  location  of  Hunters  Run  Station 
on  the  line  of  the  respondent  company's  road. 

The  Commission  after  an  investigation  of  the  locus  in  quo,  was  of  the  oi)inion 
that  it  was  impracticable  to  ask  the  removal  of  the  Hunters  Run  Station  to  the 
location  requested  ; but  that  petitioners  should  petition  for  the  establishmont  of  a 
new  station  at  the  point  desired;  and  in  order  to  warrant  the  Commission  in  making 
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such  a recommendation  for  the  establishment  of  such  a station  sufficient  business 
would  have  to  be  shown  to  warrant  it.  As  complainant  failed  to  do  this,  the  case 
was  closed. 


No.  615. 


ALLENTOVv^N  PORTLAND  CEMENT  COMPANY  vs.  DELA- 
WARE, LACKAWANNA  AND  WESTERN  RAILROAD 
COMPANY,  and  PHILADELPHIA  AND  READING  RAIL- 
WAY COMPANY. 


Complainant  advised  that  respondent  Company  refused  to  make  rate  of  .$1.2.5  per 
ton  on  carload  shipments  of  cement  from  Evansville  to  Scranton,  thereby  meeting 
the  present  published  rate  via  the  Central  Railroad  Company  of  New  Jersey  and  the 
Delaware  A Hudson  Company  in  connection  with  the  I’hiladeliihia  & Reading  Rail- 
way Company. 

'Ehe  Commission  advised  the  complainant  that  if  he  regarded  the  rate  as  exces- 
sive, the  ( 'ommission  would  appoint  a lime  and  a place  for  a hearing  : but  as  com- 
plainant failed  lo  prosecute  his  complaint,  the  same  was  dismissed. 


No.  616. 

PHOENIX  IRON  WORKS  vs.  ERIE  RAILROAD  COMPANY. 


Complainant  alleged  an  overcharge  on  freight  rate  on  coke  between  Claire  and 
Jleadville. 

After  taking  the  matter  up  with  the  Respondent  Company  an  adjustment  was  made 
to  the  satisfaction  of  the  comi)lainant  and  the  case  was  closed. 


No^6n^ 

SULZBERGER  AND  SONS  COMPANY  vs.  PHILADELPHIA 
AND  READING  RAILWAY  COMPANY. 


Alleging  an  overcharge  on  shipment  of  horse-radish  from  Philadelphia  to  Hazleton, 
complaint  was  made  to  the  Commission. 


No.  28. 
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The  respondent  advised  (lie  Commission  that  as  the  shipment  did  md  comply  with 
the  prescribed  rules  and  retoUlaiioiis  published  b_\'  lie*  i'es])und(‘ut,  the  (.''aminission 
cannot  compel  the  Railroad  Company  to  make  a refund,  d’hi'  case  was,  therefore, 
dismissed. 


No.  619. 


WILMER  M.  WEBB  vs.  THE  PENNSYLVANIA  RAILROAD 

COMPANY. 


The  complaint  was  made  regarding  the  charge  foi'  checking  of  a bicycle  from  West 
Philadelphia  to  Queen  Lane  Station,  claiming  that  the  same  should  be  carried 
free  as  baggage. 

The  Commission  advised  the  complainaul  that  they  knew  of  no  reason  why 
the  Railroad  Company  should  not  charge  for  th<’  t ransimrtation  of  a bicycle  the 
same  as  for  any  other  article,  and  the  <;ase  was  dismissed. 


No.  621. 


I.  KAHANOWITZ  vs.  CENTRAL  DISTRICT  AND  PRINTING 
TELEGRAPH  COMPANY. 


Alleging  discrimination  in  rates  charged  for  yearly  telephone  servic*e  in  fireensburg, 
complaint  was  filed  with  the  Commis.sion  : but  as  complainant  failed  to  make  specific 
and  definite  complaint  the  same  was  dismissed  foi-  want  of  luosecution. 


No.  622. 

J.  W.  PARK  vs.  ADAMS  EXPRESS  COMPANY. 


The  complainant,  producer  and  ship])er  of  thorough-bred  eggs  for  hatching  pur- 
poses, complained  that  the  Respondent  Company  refused  to  acceid  shipments  only 
at  owners  risk  of  damage.  The  compl.iinant.  however,  notified  the  Commission  that 
the  respondent  had  changed  its  rules  and  acce])ted  goods  for  shipment  at  their  risk. 

Case  was  closed. 
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No.  623. 

MRS.  ELIZABETH  J.  KESLER  vs.  LEHIGH  VALLEY  TRAN- 
SIT COMPANY. 


Complaint  was  made  ri'gardins'  the  discQntinuance  of  the  trolley  stop  at  Hohe, 
setting  forth  that  the  same  was  a great  inconvenience  to  the  people  of  that  com- 
munity. 

The  respondent,  in  answer,  advised  that  from  an  operating  standpoint  it  was  a 
very  objectionable  place  to  stop,  and  also  that  there  were  stopping  places  both  north 
and  south,  at  which  places  ample  facilities  were  provided. 

The  Commission,  after  an  investigation,  advised  the  respondent  that  in  their 
opinion  this  station  should  be  re-established,  wdiich  respondent  consented  to  do. 


No.  624. 

BOROUGH  OF  MIDWAY  vs.  PITTSBURG,  CINCINNATI, 
CHICAGO  AND  ST.  LOUIS  RAILWAY  COMPANY. 


(domplainaut  alleged  that  the  arch  of  the  Railroad  Company,  crossing  one  of  the 
public  streets  of  the  P>orough  of  Midway,  was  dangerous. 

The  complainant  was  advised  that  the  complaint  was  of  such  a character  as  not 
to  come  within  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Commission,  and  the  case  was  dismissed. 


No.  625. 

NEW  WILMINGTON  TELEPHONE  COMPANY  vs.  AMERI- 
CAN UNION  TELEPHONE  COMPANY. 


Complainant  alleged  that  the  respondent  refused  to  accept  business  to  and  from  the 
North  East  Independent  Telephone  Company,  thereby  working  an  injustice  to  com- 
plainant. 

The  Commission  advised  the  complainant  that  the  law  in  this  Commonwealth 
provides  that  telephone  companies  shall  have  the  right  to  connect  with  each  other, 
but  there  is  no  law  requiring  telephone  companies  to  make  such  connections.  At 
least,  no  law  authorizing  anybody,  at  the  instance  of  a patron  of  one  line,  re- 
quiring that  line  to  connect  with  an  other  line.  Case  dismissed. 
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No.  626. 


R.  C.  REYNOLDS  vs.  LEHIGH  AND  NEW  ENGLAND  RAIL- 
ROAD COMPANY. 


Complainant  allegi'tl  that  by  the  abandonment  of  passenger  train  service  on  the 
Saylorsbiirg  Branch  of  respondent  Compaiyv  between  Saylorsburg  Junction  and  Say- 
lorsbnrg  he  was  put  to  great  inconvenience  in  reaching  Saylorsbiirg  from  outside 
points;  and  desired  that  respondent  be  compelled  to  re-establish  train  service  on  said 
branch. 

Respondent  makes  answi'r  advising  that  a mixed  train  service  between  Pen  -Vrgyl 
and  Saylorsbiirg  has  been  cuntinned  daily,  except  Sunday,  except  in  the  winter 
months  during  which  period  said  mixed  siu'vice  is  maintained  on  alternate  days  ; that 
the  electric  passenger  lines  oiierating  in  the  territoi-y  covered  by  the  respondent  Com- 
pany is  ample. 

The  complainant,  after  receipt  of  answer  of  respondent,  advised  that  it  was  his 
desire  to  withhold  further  prosecution  of  complaint. 

Case  withdrawn. 


No.  627. 


RESIDENTS  OF  SHERWOOD  AND  ANGORA  vs.  THE  PENN- 
SYLVANIA RAILROAD  COMPANY. 


Complainant  alleged  inadequate  train  service  at  Angora  Station,  and  discrimina- 
tory rate  of  fare  from  said  station  to  Broad  Street  Station. 

On  advice  given  by  both  respondent  and  complainant  that  the  service  to  Angora 
Station  had  been  satisfactorily  rearranged,  the  Commission  marked  the  complaint 
withdrawn. 


No.  628. 


ROMBERGER  AND  COOK  vs.  THE  PENNSYLVANIA  RAIL- 
ROAD COMPANY. 


Complaint  was  made  regarding  the  delay  in  shipment  of  several  carloads  of  horses, 
shipped  from  the  West  to  Elizabethville,  Pa.,  the  delay  occnring  at  IMillersbiirg, 
thereby  causing  loss  to  the  owner  of  the  horses. 
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The  CoiiJinissioii  advised  the  < 'omplaiiiaiit  that,  as  the  shipment  originated  at 
points  witliont  the  Slate,  it  comprised  an  interstate  sliipment  and,  as  such,  is  not 
witliiu  tlie  jurisdiction  of  the  Oominission.  Case  was  dismissed. 


No.  629. 


OHIO  IRON  AND  METAL  COMPANY  vs.  PITTSBURG,  CIN- 
CINNATI, CHICAGO  AND  ST.  LOUIS  RAILWAY  COM- 
PANY, and  PENNSYLVANIA  RAILROAD  COMPANY. 


Complainant  alleged  that  an  excessive  rate  was  charged  for  the  switching  of  a 
car  at  Carnegie. 

in  answer,  respoiuhnit  advise<l  the  Commission  that  charge  was  for  two  cars, 
flue  to  the  fact  that  the  traffic  in  question  required  a trailer  on  account  of  its 
length.  The  switching  tariff  at  de.stination  proviiles  for  the  charge  of  ,$2.00  per  car 
and  this  charge  was  assessed  in  accordance  with  the  publication  governing  the 
sanne  As  said  chargf!  did  not  seem  unreasonable  tf)  the  Commission,  complaint  was 
dismissed. 


No.  630. 

WILLIAMSPORT  AND  NORTH  BRANCH  RAILROAD  COM- 
PANY in  re.  CLAIM  OF  A.  C.  LITTLE  & SON. 


Applicatifui  was  made  to  make  refund  of  the  difference  between  5 cents  and  12 
cents  per  hundred  pounds  on  four  carloads  of  lumber  transported  from  Sonestown 
to  Eagles  Mere. 

The  Commission,  after  careful  consideration  of  the  application,  advised  the 
petitioner  that  it  would  be  unjustifiable  and  unwise  to  approve  such  a refund.  To 
do  otherwise  would  be  to  hold  every  railroad  company  to  the  duty  of  notifying  all 
its  shippers  whenever  it  made  any  change  in  its  rates  and  would  relieve  every  shipper 
from  the  duty  of  making  inquiry  as  to  the  terms  on  which  proposed  shipments  are  to 
be  made.  In  every  case  it  is  presumed  that  the  shippers  will  deem  it  necessary  to 
advise  themselves  of  the  rates  in  existence  at  any  particular  period,  and  this  is  the 
duty  which  they  should  feel  it  encumbent  upon  themselves  to  observe.  The  petition 
for  refund  was  therefore  refused. 


No.  28. 
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No.  631. 

WILLIAM  H.  SAILOR  vs.  PHILADELPHIA  RAPID  TRANSIT 

COMPANY. 


Alleging  that  respondent  Conipnn.T  disregarded  the  Coininissions  order  prohibithnr 

passengers  from  riding  on  the  front  platform  of  trolley  cars,  complaint  was  made 
to  the  Commission. 

The  Commission  advised  the  respondent  that  it  must  insist  upon  strict  enforce- 
ment of  Its  orders  prohibiting  passengers  from  ri.ling  upon  the  front  platforms  of 
cars ; and  the  respondent  can  rely  upon  the  support  of  the  Commission  in  every 
piacticable  and  proper  way  in  the  carrying  out  of  said  recommendation. 

Case  closed. 


No.  632. 


LOGAN  VALLEY  GRANGE 
VALLEY  ELECTRIC 


vs.  ALTOONA  AND  LOGAN 
RAILWAY  COMPANY. 


The  complainants  alleged  they  were  discriminated  against  by  the  respondent  Com- 
pany charging  lo  cents  between  Bellwood  an.l  Altoona,  a distance  of  7 miles  and 
r fusing  to  grant  transfers  or  sell  tickets  at  reduced  rates,  whereas  they  granted 
these  privileges  between  Bellwood  and  Tyrone-a  like  distance 

Before  the  Commission  acted  upon  the  question  the  complainants  withdrew  their 
compkint,  temporarily,  because  of  the  action  taken  by  the  respondent  Company  on 
erture  made  to  it  by  the  Chamber  of  Commerce  of  the  City  of  Altoona. 


No.  633. 

GEORGE  W.  MUTSCHLER  vs.  PHILADELPHIA  AND  READ 
ING  RAILWAY  COMPANY. 


by  sparks 

from  locomotives  operated  on  the  line  of  the  respondent  Company. 

Respondent  advised  the  Commission  that  all  engines  running  on  said  line  were 
reported  in  good  condition  with  wire  netting  in  first  class  order;  and  if  the  com- 
Plainant  would  present  claim  to  the  Claim  Agent  of  respondent  Company  the  same 
would  receive  direct  attention,  - ' 

Case  closed. 
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No.  634. 


CHARLES  C.  SIMINGTON  vs.  PHILADELPHIA  RAPID 

TRANSIT  COMPANY. 


'I'lic  complainant;  naiuestcd  that  the  conductors  of 
given  authority  to  cash,  oi'  otherwise  red('eni,  expired 
The  complainant  was  advised  that  the  ('ommission 
practical  to  have  conductors  cash  exchange  tickets, 
deemed  at  the  offices  of  said  respondent  ('omi>any. 


the  respondent  Company  hi' 
exchange  tickets, 
did  not  deem  it  judicious  or 
hut  that  same  could  he  re- 


No.  636. 


G.  LOUIS  McFETRIDGE  vs.  ALLEGHENY  VALLEY  STREET 

RAILWAY  COMPANY. 


Complaint  was  filed  concerning  the  use  uf  powerful  head-lights  by  respondent 
Company  in  the  operation  of  its  trolley  cars  on  the  Freeport  and  Tarentum  road 
during  the  night  time  because  people  travelling  on  this  road,  by  automobile  or  other 
vehicle,  when  approaching  the  street  cars  from  the  ojiposite  direction,  are  so 
blinded  by  these  powerful  lights  that  they  are  unable  to  see  the  road. 

The  Commission,  after  full  investigation,  advised  the  complaintant  that  in 
view  of  all  the  circumstances  it  did  not  feel  warranted  to  make  a recommendation, 
and  dismissed  the  case. 


No.  637. 


E.  U.  TAYLOR  COMPANY  vs.  THE  BALTIMORE  AND  OHIO 

RAILROAD  COMPANY. 


Complaint  was  made  regarding  alleged  excessive  switching  charges  on  shipmen 
from  Buffalo,  New  York  to  Norwich,  Pennsylvania,  via  Keating  Summit. 

The  Commission  advised  complainant  that  as  the  point  of  origin  of  the  shipment 
was  in  the  State  of  New  York,  even  though  the  switching  was  done  in  the  State 
of  Pennsylvania,  it  consistuted  an  interstate  shipment  and  one  not  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Commission.  The  complaint  was  dismissed. 


No.  28. 
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No.  638. 

BOROUGH  OF  RIDLEY  PARK  vs.  THE  BALTIMORE  AND 
AND  OHIO  RAILROAD  COMPANY. 


Resolution.^  filed  with  the  Commission  miuested  that  the  Re.spondent  Comnanv 
he  compe  Ie.l  to  provide  a.lequate  means  for  the  protection  of  the  public  at  all  times 
at  Swarthmore  Avenue  in  the  Rorough  of  Ridley  Park. 

The  Commission  advised  the  petitioners  that  it  had  no  jurisdiction  in  the  matter 
of  a railroa.l  crossing  the  gra,le  at  a public  highway  or  street,  and  therefore 
dismissed  the  complaint. 


No.  640. 

s.  M.  O.  KINNEY  vs.  JOHNSTOWN  TELEPHONE  COMPANY. 


Complainant  stated  that  he  was  a subscriber  to  a telephone  on  a two-party  line 
at  Ills  residence  in  the  city  ot  Johnstown;  that  formerly  a rate  of  .nS  00  per 
jear  as  charged  for  said  service,  hut  that  when  a new  contract  was  presented  to  him 
for  his  signature  the  rate  was  advanced  to  .i;24.00  per  year- the  respondent  claim- 
ing that  the  complainant  was  a business  person 

The  ai.o  allehva  th.nt  he  mnihtai.e  „„  ...  „h,ce  ot  b„ei„ee,, 

coii.lucts  hi,  hilsmess  l,.v  sol,citi„s:  |i„,„e  to  house  an.l  tli.it  the  plaoe  where 

ho  niaintaiiis  his  tolophone  is  his  rosidonco. 

The  Commission,  after  receipt  of  answer  by  respondent,  advised  that  any  man 
who  engages  in  any  business  at  all  and  yet  maintains  a telephone  at  his  dw‘ellin.>- 
lecenes  there  a greater  or  less  number  of  calls  on  business  and  vet  that  does 
uot^  make  it  a business  telephone,  and  because  this  complainant  conducts  a 
business  and  occasionally  receives  at  his  residence  business  calls  it  does  not  warrant 
the  respondent  in  .lesignating  that  telephone  as  a business  place,  and  that  unle.ss 
lespondent  is  able  to  prove  that  complainant  does  regularly  conduct  his  Imsiness  at 
his  home  he  should  he  accommodated  at  residence  telephone  rates 

The  respondent  advised  of  its  intention  lo  comply  will,  the  recommendation  and 
ruling  ot  the  Commission,  and  the  case  was  closed. 
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No.  641, 

FRED.  C.  YINGST  vs.  UNITED  STATES  EXPRESS  COM- 
PANY. 


Complaiut  was  made  rogardiiig  the  failure  of  the  respondent  to  make  delivery 
of  an  express  package  containing  young  chickens  shipped  from  Clintondale,  to  Har- 
risburg, to  the  residence  of  the  complainant. 

The  respondent  advised  the  Commission  that  the  residence  of  the  complainant 
was  without  the  delivery  limits  of  the  respondent  Ouinpany  and  that  complainant 
was,  therefore,  under  the  contract  not  entitled  to  free  delivei’y  at  his  place  of 
residence. 

As  the  complainant  requested  that  his  complaint  be  withdrawn,  the  same  was 
dismissed. 


No.  642. 


JOHN  S.  BIESECKER  vs.  STROUDSBURG  AND  BUSHKILL 
TELEPHONE  COMPANY. 


Complaint  was  made  regarding  the  refusal  of  the  respondent  Company  to  afford 
telephone  service  at  complainanl’s  summer  resideuc(' — same  being  2|  miles  west  of 
Stroudsburg  and  off  of  route  of  respondent’s  line. 

The  Commission,  after  conference  with  the  respondent,  advised  the  complainant 
that  it  would  not  be  warranted  in  recommending  the  construction  of  a line  by  the 
respondent  for  such  a distance  for  complainant’s  sole  accommodation,  but  that  if 
complainant  were  willing  to  construct  or  pay  for  the  construction  of  such  connection 
the  respondent  Company  would  furnish  the  service  desired. 

Complaint  dismissed. 


No.  643. 


FRED  SMITH  vs.  THE  PENNSYLVANIA  RAILROAD  COM- 
PANY. 


Claim  w’as  made  for  the  loss  of  a trunk  and  contents  shipped  from  Donora  to 
Belle  Vernon. 

The  Commission  advised  the  complainant  that  it  was  beyond  its  jurisdiction  to 
entertain  complaints  involving  loss  or  damage — «uch  matters  being  ones  for’  the 
Courts  to  determine. 

Case  dismissed. 


No.  28. 
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No.  644, 

LEWIS  R.  HASPEL  vs.  PHILADELPHIA  AND  READING 

RAILWAY  COMPANY. 


(..mplainant  purchased  a ticket  of  the  respondent  Company,  goo, I for  one  lirst 
class  pas.sage  from  Hunting, Ion  SUvet  Station,  in  the  city  of  Philadelphia,  to  Oreen 
Lane  and  return.  On  the  return  trip  he  ua.s  delayed  from  thirty  to  forty  minutes 
a,  leiluomen  Junction,  awaiting  train  .service.  He  boarded  a way  train  of  the 
respondent  Company,  the  first  one  stopping  at  that  junction  point;  the  train  passed 
over  a road  located  on  the  western  side  of  the  Schuylkill  River  and,  as  Huntingdon 
Street  Station  is  not  on  that  route,  he  was  obliged  to  go  to  the  Reading  Terminal 
an  extia  fare  ot  I . cents  (]()  cents  of  which  was  excess!  having  been  collected  to  that 
point,  the  conductor  having  informe.l  him  that  this  ticket,  on  the  train  upon  which 
he  was  travelling,  was  only  go..,l  lo  illst  Street  ami  Girard  Ai'eniie.  From  the 
eiimna  he  was  oblige,!  to  pay  regular  fare  ba,d<  to  Hunting, Ion  Street  Station. 

1 e iirthe.  averr,M  that  the  ricspomlent  Company's  lime-table  showed  that  nearlv 
all  the  trains  going  into  the  city  were  luarke,!  t,.  proceed  by  the  route  taken  by  the 
way  tram  upon  which  he  rode,  and  contends  that  this  fact  evidenced  want  of  good 
aith  on  the  part  of  the  respondent  Company  in  selling  the  ticket  complained  of 
jy  reason  of  which  tact  the  respond, ml  Company  .should  have  carried  him  to  the 
erminal  au,l  thence  ha,dc  to  Huntingdon  Street  Station  without  extra  chai-o-e 
( omp  ainant  a,lvis,^,l  the  Commission  of  his  desire  to  withdraw  the  complaint,  as 
the  ludttei  had  been  satislactorily  a,ljusled  and  the  schedule  rearram>e,l. 


No.  645. 

JOSEPH  JOSEPH  AND  BROTHERS  COMPANY  vs  PENN 

SYLVANIA  COMPANY. 


Complaint  was  made  respecting  demurrage  cleirpe  of  «-,ia  . • 

m sakl  car  waa  Jclivcml  a,  I'cna  „J  „c,a  H 

.l,.re.a,  sa,d  oar  aboak,  bavc  be™  .IcMve.cl  a,  K„|,  Sc  ui,  s I 1 

through  erroneous  information  received  by  the  compbiimmm  i 

accrued.  ^ foinplainants  ileinurrage  charges 

The  respondent  advised  that  there  is  no  stalion  in  Littsb,,r,.h  l,  n . . , 

Street  Station,  but  that  a station  is  !o,-nte,l  between  Kith  ■in,rilr'h  Stre't •"  ' 
on  Renn  Avenue,  and  is  oflicially  known  as  t'enn  SHe^^  S^aKo^  T w"-" 

fr,^,]uently  termed  as  lOth  Street  Station.  That  as  mistake  was  imule'bv  T ''  1 
agent  they  were  willing  to  make  a refund  of  $5.00.  ' ' 

t'aso  closed. 
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Ifo.  649. 

WEBSTER  M.  PROWELL  vs.  VALLEY  TRACTION  COM- 
PANY. 


( ’(jmi)laiiiant  alleged  excessive  cliai-ge  oo  sliipmeut  of  two  pigs  from  Carlisle,  to 
New  Cumberland. 

The  Commission  advised  the  complainant  that  there  is  no  statutory  rate  for  the 
carriage  of  lire  stock  on  trolley  cars  in  this  State,  and  it  is  only  natural  to  suppose 
that  the  charges  would  be  higher  than  for  the  carriage  of  passengers. 

The  Commission,  however,  was  willing  to  grant  a hearing  in  the  matter,  provided 
that  complainant  was  preiiared  to  substantiate  the  charge  that  rate  paid  was  ex- 
cessi\-e  and  unreasonable. 

As  complainant  failed  to  jjrosecule  the  comiilaini  the  same  was  dismissed. 


m.  650. 

JOHN  P.  SULLIVAN  vs.  BESSEMER  AND  LAKE  ERIE  RAIL- 
ROAD COMPANY. 


Complaint  was  made  regarding  the  cadlection  of  excess  fare,  amounting  to  90  cents, 
on  a trip  from  Erie  to  Grove  City. 

The  respondent,  upon  notice  of  the  above  complaint,  advised  the  Commission  that 
the  extra  fare  had  been  an  error  and  that  the  matter  had  been  satisfactorily  ad- 
justed. 

Case  closed. 


ITo.  651. 

C.  M.  ENGEL  vs.  CARBON  TRANSIT  COMPANY. 


tJomplainaiit  alleged  that  the  rate  of  fare  charged  by  tlie  respondent  Company  from 
Mauch  Chunk  to  Flag  Staff  was  excessive. 

After  an  investigation  of  the  rates  complained  of,  the  Commission  advised  the 
complainant  that  it  did  not  consider  the  rate  of  fare  excessive,  and  dismissed  the 
complaint. 


No.  28. 


PENNSYLVANIA  STATE  KAILROAD  CO.MMISSION. 
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No.  652. 

RALPH  A.  GUTH  vs.  ALLENTOWN  AND  READING  TRAC- 
TION COMPANY. 


Comijlaiut  was  made  regarding  tlie  right  of  the  re.spondent  Compaii3’  to  charge  dif- 
ferent rates  of  fare  at  different  seasons  of  the  year  between  Allentown  and  Wes- 
coesville. 

Tlie  Commission  advised  the  complainant  that  tliere  is  nothing  illegal  in  the  action 
of  the  transportation  company  charging  different  rates  of  fare  at  different  seasons  of 
the  j'ear,  as  it  is  esiiecially  lommon  for  them  to  charge  lower  rates  of  fare  during 
the  summer  excursion  season  than  at  other  times. 

Case  dismissed. 


No.  653. 


JOSEPH  JOSEPH  AND  BROTHERS  COMPANY  vs.  PITTS- 
BURG AND  LAKE  ERIE  RAILROAD  COMPANY. 


Complaint  was  made  against  the  demurrage  charges  accruitig  on  two  cars  of 
scrap  iron  on  tin*  Paltimore  A Oliio  Railroad  tracks. 

Investigation  disclosed  that  these  cars  were  originally  consigned  to  Bessemer  and 
ihfii  rebilled  to  the  Pittsburgh  Steel  Company;  that  the  delivery  of  these  cars 
was  refused  by  the  respondent  on  account  of  the  accumulation  of  cars  undelivered, 
and  placed  an  embargo  on  the  same.  The  complainants  claimed  that  Bessemer  being 
an  intermediate  point  no  demurrage  should  have  been  charged.  The  Commission, 
however,  advised  the  complainants  that  the  first  destination  of  the  cars  being  Besse- 
mer it  was  not  an  intermediate  point  and,  therefore,  demurrage  w'as  correctiv 
charged,  and,  under  the  circumstances,  a recomineudation  for  refund  would  not  he 
justifiable. 


No.  654. 


IN  RE  CERTIFICATE  OF  THE  RAILROAD  COMMISSION- 
ERS OF  THE  STATE  OF  PENNSYLVANIA  TO  THE  SEC- 
RETARY OF  STATE  FOR  THE  STATE  OF  MAINE. 


.Application  was  mailc  lo  ihe  ('onnuission  lo  granl  a certificate,  as  required  under 
the  laws  of  the  Slate  of  .Maine,  to  authorize  Ihe  Xorlio  in  Pennsylvania  Railroad 
Company  to  sell  bonds  within  saiil  Stale. 

'I’he  Commission,  after  he.iring  and  lakin  ; IcsiinKmy  in  the  City  of  Philadel|)hia  , 
granted  said  ct>rtificate. 
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No.  655. 


GEORGE  B.  MOORE  vs.  BALTIMORE  AND  OHIO  RAIL- 
ROAD COMPANY. 


Complainant  alleged  that  the  location  of  the  freight  station  at  Rockwood,  Somerset 
County,  was  very  dangerous  and  inconvenient;  that  said  station  was  situated  within 
a small  triangular  yard  surrounded  by  a river,  creek  and  high  embankment  with 
only  one  wagon  approach  which  crosses  six  or  seven  tracks. 

Upon  advice  from  complainant  that  the  respondent  had  promised  to  improve 
'acilities  at  that  point,  the  complaint  was  withdrawn. 


No.  656. 


M.  A.  DETWILER  vs.  EAST  BROAD  TOP  RAILROAD  AND 

COAL  COMPANY. 


Complaint  was  made  on  the  charge  assessed  for  the  transportation  of  a runabout, 
knocked  down  and  crated,  from  Mt.  Union  to  Three  Springs. 

Examination  revealed  the  fact  that  the  shipment  in  question  originated  in  Chicago, 
and  that  respondent,  on  description  of  shipment  and  the  manner  in  which  the  same 
was  packed,  as  furnished  by  connecting  carrier,  applied  a rate  of  4S  cents  in- 
stead of  3G  cents,  which  respondent  was  ready  to  refund. 

Case  closed. 


No.  657. 


JOHN  H.  JACKSON  vs.  SLATE  BELT  ELECTRIC  STREET 

RAILWAY  COMPANY. 


Complainant  alleged  that  the  operating  condition  of  respondent  Company’s  road 
W'as  very  bad;  that  the  ties  in  the  road  were  in  rotten  condition,  and  the  track  so 
rough  it  was  almost  a hardship  to  ride  in  the  ear,  calling  particular  attention  to  a 
large  wooden  trestle  between  Belfast  and  Nazareth. 

As  complainant  advised  that  he  did  not  feel  disposed,  for  i)ersonal  reasons,  to 
have  his  name  connected  with  the  proceedings  he  was  informed  that  unless  some 
responsible  person  was  secured  to  represent  the  complainant,  the  Commission  would 
have  to  ignore  complaint. 

Case  closed. 


N'->.  28. 
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No.  658. 


AUTOMOBILE  CLUB  OF  DELAWARE  COUNTY  vs.  THE 
BALTIMORE  AND  OHIO  RAILROAD  COMPANY. 


^ Complamant  alleged  that  the  crossing  at  Felton,  on  the  line  of  said  respondent 
Company,  was  of  very  dangerous  character. 

The  complainant  was  advised  that  while  the  Commission  had  suggested  to  the 
last  two  Legislatures  tlie  pas.sage  of  a law  giving  them  jurisdiction  in  matters  of 
this  kind,  the  Commission  at  the  present  time  had  no  jurisdiction  over  crossings  by 
railroads  or  railways  over  public  roads  or  highways. 

Case  closed. 


No.  659. 


F.  W.  HUGHEY  vs.  PITTSBURG  RAILWAYS  COMPANY. 


Complainant  alleged  that  the  operating  conditions  nt  the  Thornburg  terminus  of 
the  Crafton  & Thornburg  line  of  respondent  Company  were  unsafe  and  inconvenient 
owing  to  the  fact  that  neglect  of  the  respondent  Company  to  keep  in  repair  the  bridge 
o\er  Its  line  leading  into  Thornburg  prevented  the  operation  of  cars  thereon 

Respondent  advised  that  its  revenue  from  the  line  in  question  did  not  warrant  the 
expense  which  the  reconstruction  of  this  bridge  would  involve;  and  if  complainant  in- 
sists that  the  respondent  Company  reconstructs  said  bridge,  it  would  be  compelled 
to  abandon  its  operations  at  this  point. 

Complainant  failed  to  file  any  comment  upon  the  answer  of  respondent,  and  case 
was  dismissed. 


No.  660. 

RICHARD  HECKSCHER  AND  SONS  vs.  PENNSYLVANIA 

RAILROAD  COMPANY. 


Complaint  was  made  to  demurrage  charge,  due  to  bunching  of  cars  in  transit  on 
shipments  of  coke  from  Ifield  to  Swedeland.  transit,  on 

The  complainant  was  advised  that  the  demurrage  rules  now  in  effect  were  framed 
by  the  Iv.,t,o».l  .lesociation  of  Itallw.,-  Commis.i„„e,s  and  it  is  not  within  the 
power  or  jurisdiction  of  the  Commission  to  amend  these  rules.  If,  however  com 
plainants  desire  to  file  a specific  complaint  a time  would  be  fi.xed  for  a hearint^. 


AN  MAI.  iu:rouT  OK  'j'lii':; 


Ofl^  Doc. 


As  conii>lainant  advised  that  it  ^\’as  only  llicir  intention  to  call  tlie  attention  of 
the  (’oininission  to  what  tliey  considered  the  shorteoniiugs  of  tlie  rnles  that  they 
might  be  eliminated,  case  was  closed. 


No.  661. 


CORRY  HIDE  AND  FUR  COMPANY  vs.  ERIE  RAILROAD 

COMPANY. 


Complainant  alleged  that  an  overcharge  of  4!t  cents  was  made  on  a con.sigument 
of  hides  from  Avella  to  Corry. 

Kespondent  advised  the  f'ommis.sion  that  they  would  make  a refund  upon  the 
presentation  of  the  original  freight  bill. 

Complainant  later  advised  that  a voucher  covering  the  amount  of  overcharge  had 
been  paid. 


No.  662. 

C.  C.  TRESSLER  vs.  THE  PENNSYLVANIA  RAILROAD 
COMPANY,  PHILADELPHIA  AND  READING  RAILWAY 
COMPANY. 


Complainant  alleged  that  an  e.vcessive  rate  vas  charged  on  a shipment  of  pea 
coal  from  Hunters  Station,  on  the  line  of  the  Philadelphia  & Reading  Railway 
(Company,  to  the  plant  of  the  Snnhury  Water  C’ompany,  on  the  I’ennsylvania  Rail- 
road : said  rate  being  tin  cents  per  ton  and  a switching  charge  of  ."iO  cents  per  ton. 

The  complainant  was  advised  that  unless  he  were  prepared  to  substantiate  his 
complaint  as  to  the  excessiveness  and  unreasonableness  of  the  charge  made,  the 
Commission,  in  the  absence  of  such  proof,  would  dismiss  his  complaint. 


No.  663. 

WILKOFF  BROTHERS  COMPANY  vs.  PITTSBURGH  AND 
LAKE  ERIE  RAILROAD  COMPANY. 

Comi)lainant  stated  rhal  the  Westiiighousc  .\ir  Braki-  Company  loaded  a car  from 
one  of  their  I’ittsburgh  District  Sho|is  with  scrap  turnings  which  complainant  had 
shipped  to  IMonessen  for  the  Pittsluirgh  .^teel  Company,  and  that  the  material  was 
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purchnse.1  subject  to  a si,dit  draft  and  an  under-sldiunent  made,  that  the  car  stood 
on  the  track  for  a few  days  unril  the  draft  was  presented  to  complainants  with  the 
biIl-ol-la,lins.  Just  as  soon  as  draft  was  received  complainants  found  that  the  Agent 
had  made  an  en-or  in  the  rate,  as  he  iiad  inserted  in  the  rate  column' .jlLlO  per  gToss 
ton  instead  of  70  cents.  Wliile  the  matter  of  the  rate  was  being  taken  up  with  the 
proper  authorities  lor  correction  an  embargo  was  placed  on  the  Pittsburgh  Steel 
Company,  and  when  the  rate  was  staighteiied  out  the  Agent  at  .Clonesseii  refused 
to  lecognizf*  complainant's  orders  on  account  of  the  einl)ar‘>o 
The  complainant  was  advised  that  as  the  original  shipment  was  made  to  coin- 
Plauiaiits  own  order  and  as  it  was  not  until  after  the  embargo  was  laid  that  direc- 
tn.ms  for  re-shipment  to  the  Pittsburgh  .Steel  Company  were  given,  the  Railroad 
( ompany  is  not  at  fault  in  regard  thereto,  for  until  the  order  was  given  for  re- 
s npment  the  Railroad  Company  would  not  know  who  the  ultimate  consignee  would 


No.  664. 

EERKEBILE  LUMBER  COMPANY  vs.  THE  BALTIMORE 
and  OHIO  RAILROAD  COMPANY. 


_ Complainant  alleged  that  respondent  Company  refused  to  deliver  cars  from  the 
.lunction  ot  the  Pittsburg,  Westmoreland  A Somerset  Railroad  to  its  yards  at 
Somerse  a distance  of  about  one  mile,  on  a regular  switching  rate  basis  InR 
charged  th-m  the  regular  lumber  rale  of  7.7  cents  per  ton 

Respondent  adii.sed  that  the  distance  in  .piestion  was  two  miles  instea.l  of  one 
onie  and  could  not  therefore  properly  be  placed  on  a swiichiiig  rate  basis  - allemne 
on  the  contrary,  that  its  regular  lumber  rate  of  7.7  cents  per  ton  was  ir  just"  ami 
leasonable  charge  for  such  a movement 

'll"- 


No.  666. 


WALTER  T. 


BRADLEY  COMPANY  vs.  PHILADELPHIA 
AND  READING  RAILWAY  COMPANY. 


The  complaimint  alleged  that,  owing  to  the  work  of  elevating  the  railroad  on  0th 
St  eet,  m the  City  of  Pliiladeltdiia  , they  were  deprived  of  the  use  of  their  sidh!' 

Rnl'lmd'anrrt  t which  necessitated 

,,  ‘ Luuau  theiobi  accruing  demurrage  charges 

_omp  aiiiai.t  was  a.lvised  that  demurrage  rules  now  in  clTect  were  formed  by  the 
Aatmnal  Associaltoii  of  Railway  Commissioners,  and  it  is  not  within  thelumr  or 
-e  jiursdiction  of  tins  Commission  to  amend  those  rules.  The  other  shippers  in  the 
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same  viciiiit.v  wore  put  to  (ho  snine  iurouvonioiioe  during  the  time  of  these  improve- 
ments; that  if  it  IS  the  desire  of  the  complainant  to  present  a formal  complaint 
against  this  charge  Commission  will  appoint  a time  for  a hearing  and  make  a formal 
deterniiiiation  in  the  matter. 

As  complainant  failed  to  further  prosecute  complaint,  the  same  was  closed. 


No.  667. 

BUSINESS  MEN’S  ASSOCIATION  OF  MILTON,  PENN’A  vs. 
LEWISBURG,  MILTON  AND  WATSONTOV/N  PASSEN- 
GER RAILWAY  COMPANY. 


Complaint  was  made  re.car<iiug  the  advance  of  fare  from  fi  cents  to  10  cents  from 
Milton  to  Lewisliurg  and  from  .Milton  to  M’atsontown , also  regarding  tlie  issuance 
of  trip  books,  costing  cents  from  Milton  to  'Watsontown  and  7 cents  from  Milton 
to  Tewishurg,  if  they  were  used  at  certain  liour.s  of  the  morning  and  evening;  said 
liooks  also  being  good  on  Saliirday  on  (>ars  leaving  Milton  at  1:00  o’clock,  going  both 
directions,  either  to  Lewishurg  or  Watsontown,  but  refusing  to  accept  said  books  on 
cars  leaving  tVatsontown  or  Lewishurg  at  the  same  time. 

The  complaintants  protested  against  this  alleged  discrimination  as  it  takes  (he 
wage-earners,  who  come  to  .Milton  to  work,  out  of  the  town  before  they  have 
time  to  do  their  shopping. 

’I’lie  respondent,  in  answer,  advised  that  these  rates  were  put  into  effect  for 
the  benefit  of  a large  number  of  people  residing  in  Watsontown  and  Lewishurg 
who  were  employed  in  the  mills,  factories  and  stores  at  Milton;  that  the  same 
courtesy  was  not  extended  on  the  cars  leaving  Lewishurg  and  Watsontown  at  the 
same  hour,  for  the  reason  that  there  were  very  few  people  living  at  IMilton  employed 
in  these  two  towns. 

Th(>  complaintants  were  advised  that  if  the  auswer  of  the  respondent  did  not 
satisfy  their  couiphiint,  the  Commission  would  appoint  a time  for  hearing,  but  as 
complaintaat  failed  to  further  prosecute  the  complaint,  the  same  was  closed. 


No.  668. 

COMPLAINT  OF  FEATURE  AMUSEMENT  ENTERPRISE 

COMPANY. 


Complaint  alleged  an  overcharge,  due  to  failure  to  deliver  money  order  telegram 
sent  from  I’ittsburgh  to  Harrisburg. 

As  complainant  failed  to  furnish  additional  information  regarding  the  name  of 
the  respondent,  together  with  the  date  of  transmittal,  complaint  dismissed. 


No.  28. 


PENNSYLVANIA  STA'J'E  U.\ILROAD  COMMISSION. 


No.  669. 


WILLIAM  H.  MAZURIE  vs.  PITTSBURG  RAILWAYS  COM- 
PANY. 


Complamaut  allegwl  tJiat  rate  of  fare  from  McKeesport  to  Pittsburgh,  on  the  line 
of  the  respomlent  company,  was  unjust  in  view  of  the  fact  that  by  travelling  by  one 
route  the  fare- was  15  cents  whereas  by  another  the  fare  was  20  cents. 

Respondent,  in  its  answer,  averred  that  no  injury  was  done  complainant  in  view 
of  the  tact  that  there  were  three  accessible  routes  from  McKeesport  into  Pittsburgh 
by  which  complainant  could  travel  for  15  cents.— the  fourth  route  being  by  a round- 
about course  covering  a greater  distance  upon  which  the  fare  charged  is  2(j  cents. 

Complainant  was  forwarded  copy  of  the  answer  for  comment  and  in  view  of  the 
fact  that  he  made  no  replication  thereto  the  Commission  adjudged  the  explanation  of 
resiiondent  satisfactory,  and  the  case  was  closed. 


No.  670. 


CITIZENS’  OF  FISHING  CREEK  VALLEY  vs.  PHILADEL- 
AND  READING  RAILWAY  COMPANY,  and  THE 
PENNSYLVANIA  RAILROAD  COMPANY. 


Petition  was  filed  asking  a change  of  grade  cros.siiig  of  a public  road  at  Fishin- 
Creek  Valley,  Dauphin  County,  over  the  lines  of  the  respondent  company's  road. 

The  petitioners  were  advised  that  the  Commission  has  no  jurisdiction  over  the 
crossing  of  highways  or  streets  by  railroads,  and  therefore  dismissed  the  complaint 
tor  want  of  jurisdiction. 


No.  671. 

MATHIEU  BROTHERS  COMPANY  vs.  NORTHERN  CEN 
TRAL  RAILWAY  COMPANY. 


(.'omplainant  allege.l  that  oq  a-roui.t  of  the  failure  of  respondent  company  to 
properly  ventilate  cars  on  a shipment  of  eggs  two-thirds  were  spoiled,  renderino-  the 
same  unfit  for  market. 

After  taking  the  matter  up  with  the  respondent.  Commission  appointed  a hearin- 
to  be  held  in  Philadelphia,  but  complaint  was  discontinued  at  the  request  of  com° 
plainant. 
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No.  672. 

THE  ALLENTOWN  PORTLAND  CEMENT  COMPANY  vs. 
PHILADELPHIA  AND  READING  RAILWAY  COMPANY. 


(.'oinplaiuaiit  alleged  that  llie  rate  on  Portland  cement,  from  Evansville  Station  to 
I’hiladelphia , a distance  of  OU.d  niilcs,  of  .'pl.d.'i  per  net  ton  was  exeessi\’e,  as  com- 
pared with  the  rate  on  the  same  commodity  from  iMartin’s  (.'reek,  N.  .J.,  to  I’hila- 
delphia, a distance  of  Ul.l  miles,  which  is  .$1.10  per  net  ton. 

The  respondent,  in  answer,  averred  that  the  rate  of  iier  ton  from  E\-ans- 

ville  to  Philadelphia  is  no  greater  than  the  rate  charged  upon  like  shipments  from 
other  cement  manufacturering  points  in  Pennsylvania  to  Philadelphia;  and  also  that 
the  rate  from  IMartin's  (.'reek,  N.  .1.,  as  well  as  from  other  cement  mannfacturing 
points  to  all  its  Philadelphia  deliveries  is  not  less  than  $1.35  per  ton,  and  that  by 
reason  of  this  fact  said  rate  is  neither  unjust,  unreasonable,  discriminatory  nor 
unlawful. 

A copy  of  the  answer  was  sent  lo  complainant  with  the  advice  that  if  tin'  same 
was  not  satisfacloj-y  a time  and  a place  for  a hearing  would  he  aijpointed  by  the  Com- 
mission, but  as  complainant  failed  to  further  prosecute  complaint,  same  was 
closed. 


No.  674. 

HOWARD  E.  HECKLER  vs.  PHILADELPHIA  AND  READ- 
ING RAILWAY  COMPANY. 


Complaint  was  made  regarding  the  refusal  of  respondent  to  sell  a round-trip 
ticket  over  its  line  and  connections  between  Lansdale  and  Scranton. 

Respondent,  in  its  answer,  denied  any  duty  imposed  upon  it  by  law  to  establish 
joint  excnrsion  rates  with  its  connections  for  return  trip  tickets,  and  averred  that 
it  had  the  right  to  sell  excursion  and  commutation  tickets  at  special  rates  from  such 
centers  of  travel  as  furnished  traffic  sufficiently  heavy  to  warrant  the  establishment 
with  connections  of  joint  through  excursion  rates  for  return  trip  tickets;  that  the 
demand  for  such  tickets  as  complained  of  was  not  sufficient  to  justify  the  establish- 
ment of  said  rates. 

The  (.'ommission  called  the  attention  of  the  c<unplainant  to  the  answer  of  the 
respondent,  and  to  the  apparent  lack  of  any  authority  conferred  by  the  Act  creating 
the  Commission  authorizing  it  to  establish  joint  rates,  but  advised  the  complainant 
that  if  a hearing  were  desired  the  Commission  would  hold  the  same. 

As  the  complainant  failed  to  further  prosc.'cute  his  complaint,  it  was  dismissed. 
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No.  676. 


MATTHEW  SMITH  AND  LEONARD  JOHNSON  vs.  PHILA 
DELPHIA  AND  READING  RAILWAY  COMPANY. 


Complaint  Nvas  maile  that  without  notice  ,o  tlie  commuters,  hohling  monthlv 
tickets,  the  tram  leaving  Ivyland  at  A.  M..  and  due  at  the  Reading  Terminal 
at  (i:44  A.  M.,  was  to  he  taken  off  and  the  first  train  cm  thi.s  Division  would  not 
reach  the  City  until  7:.u(.;  that  residents  along  thi.s  Dicdsion.  who  were  forced  to 
reach  the  cty  hy  7:(H)  o’clock,  must  give  up  their  business  or  move  their  homes 
Ihe  complainant  advised  that  after  a discontinuance  of  two  davs  the  train  in 
question  had  been  restored  and  asked  that  his  ca.se  be  withdrawn. 


No.  677. 

CHRISTIAN  F.  QUADE,  et  al.  vs.  COLUMBIA  AND  PORT 
DEPOSIT  RAILROAD  COMPANY. 


Complaint  was  made  of  the  proposed  removal  of  the  railroad  station  at  McCalis 
Ferry  to  another  point  on  the  line  of  the  railroad  aliout  three-quarters  of  a mile 
south,  or  below,  its  ij resent  location. 

The  complainant  was  requested  to  tile  more  specific  information,  showim--  the 
demand  for  the  retention  of  the  station  at  present  location,  but  as  he  failed  to  prose- 
cute complaint,  same  was  closed. 


No.  678. 

J.  C.  McMILLER  vs.  BUFFALO  AND  LAKE  ERIE  TRACTION 

COMPANY. 


Complainant  alleged  that  respondent  company  failed  to  enforce  the  regulation 
lirohibittng  pa.ssengers  from  riding  on  the  front  platform  of  trolley  cars. 

Respondent  advi.sed  that  n.-c...s.sary  instructions  had  been  issueil  to  rigidlv  enforce 
the  regulation,  and  case  Hosed. 
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No.  679. 


BOROUGH  OF  MANHEIM  vs.  PHILADELPHIA  AND  READ- 
ING RAILWAY  COMPANY. 


A complaiut  from  the  Borough  of  Manheim  alleged  that,  at  various  times,  the 
street  crossings  in  that  borough  had  been  blocked  by  trains  of  the  respondent,  con- 
trary to  an  ordinance  of  the  borough,  and  averred,  specifically,  that  Train  No. 
43  blocked  a crossing  for  a period  of  26  minutes  on  Wednesday  June  7th,  1911, 
seriously  impeding  travel. 

In  its  answer,  the  respondent  averred:  that  strict  orders  had  been  issued  to 
employees  forbidding  the  unlawful  obstruction  of  highway  crossings  ; that  no  definite 
information  had  been  received  by  it  as  to  the  specific  instance  named  in  the  com- 
plaint; that  it  is,  at  all  times,  ready  and  willing  to  co-operate  with  the  municipal 
authorities  to  secure  the  enforcement  of  its  rules  and  regulations,  as  well  as  all 
provisions  of  tlie  law  of  the  Commonwealth  respecting  the  obstruction  of  highways 
and  would  take  every  precaution  to  see  that  the  matter  complained  of  would  not 
occur  again. 

The  Commission,  assuming  that  this  satisfactorily  covered  the  cause  of  the  com- 
plaint, closed  the  case. 


No.  681. 


J.  T.  STIMAUL  vs.  THE  PENNSYLVANIA  RAILROAD  COM- 
PANY. 


Complainant  alleged  that  his  daughter  was  a passenger  on  the  train  which  left 
Pittsburg  at  9:40  A.  M. , July  1st,  1911 , and  that  she  was  unable  to  secure  a seat  in 
either  the  Pullman  or  day  coaches,  and  with  other  passengers  was  obliged  to  re- 
main in  the  aisle  of  the  car  the  whole  distance  to  Baltimore,  Maryland. 

Respondent  advised  that  an  influx  of  passengers  about  leaving  time  overcrowded 
the  seating  capacity  of  the  coaches,  the  Station  Master  considered  the  advisability 
of  adding  an  additional  car,  but,  rather  than  delay  the  train  further,  allowed  it  to 
proceed  as  made  up.  In  this  he  used  poor  .imlginent  and  his  attention  has  been  called 
to  this  complaint  and  the  necessary  instructions  given  to  prevent  a repetition.  At 
Altoona  an  additional  car  was  added  which  afforded  sufficient  accomodations  for  all 
passengers. 

A copy  of  the  answer  was  sent  to  the  complainant  and  the  case  clo.sed. 


Xo.  2S. 
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No.  682. 


MASKELL  EWING  vs.  PHILADELPHIA  AND  READING 

RAILWAY  COMPANY. 


Complainant  alleged  that  he  was  overcharged  on  return  trip  tickets  from  Eagles- 
mere  to  Philadelphia,  he  having  purchased  two  excursion  tickets  from  Norristown 
to  Eaglesmere, — Norristown  being  seventeen  miles  shorter  distance  than  1‘hila- 
delphia,  and  the  rate  of  fare  for  excursion  tickets  from  I’hiladelphia  to  Eaglesmere 
being  the  same  as  from  Norristown  to  Eaglesmere. 

Complainant  was  advised  that  when  he  purchased  tickets  at  Norristown  to  Eagles- 
mere and  return  to  Norristown  it  was  a contract  between  him  and  the  Railroad  Com- 
pany, and  therefore  the  Railroad  Company  was  not  required  to  carry  him  the  ad- 
ditional distance  between  Norristown  and  I’hiladelphia  even  though  the  rates  be- 
tween Philadelphia  and  Eaglesmere  and  Norrislowu  and  Eaglesmere  were  the  same. 


No.  684. 

J.  F.  ZIEGENFUSS  vs.  PHILADELPHIA  AND  READING 

RAILWAY  COMPANY. 


The  complainant  and  other  milk  dealers  in  the  City  of  Philadelphia  stated  that, 
owing  to  the  refusal  of  the  respondent  Company  to  install  refrigerator  cars  for  the 
shipment  of  milk,  they  had  been  subjected  to  serious  loss,  as  the  milk,  while  shipped 
at  a proper  temperature,  was  delivered  in  the  City  of  Philadelphia  at  a temperature 
above  that  which  the  health  authorities  of  that  city  permitted. 

A hearing  was  held  at  which  complainants  and  respondent  were  represented,  and 
the  Commission  filed  the  following  opinion: 

‘■Inasmuch  as  it  has  been  develoned  in  the  hearing  iusi  con'  luded  in 
this  case  that  the  respondent  contends  that  refrigeration  of  milk  in 
transit  within  sixty  miles  of  Philadelphia  is  unnecessary  if  the  milk 
be  properly  and  adequately  cooled  before  shipment  : that  refilgeration 
in  transit  may  increase  the  transportation  charges  which  the  i)roducer 
or  shipper  uniformly  pays:  and  that,  so  far  as  the  producers  or  ship- 
pers have  advised  the  respondent  of  their  attitude  in  the  matter,  it 
is  almost  entirely  in  opposition  to  such  refrigeration:  so  that  it  thus 
.appears  that  the  proilucers  or  shippers,  who,  are  not  parties  to  this 
proceeding,  may  be  primarily  and  principally  affected  by  any  recom- 
mendation made  by  the  Commission,  the  Commission  regards  it  as 
just  and  fair,  if  not  indeed  absolutely  necessary,  for  any  proper  de- 
termination of  the  case,  that  they  should  he  cited  to  appear  and  be 
given  an  opportunity  to  be  beard  before  any  recommendation  is  made. 

The_  delay  that  this  will  occasion  can  hardly  be  regarded  as  serious 
in  view  of  the  facts  that  the  summer  season  (during  which  the  greatest 
necessity  for  any  refrigeration  exists)  is  already  far  advanced,  that 
there  is  no  evidence  before  us  that,  notwithstanding  the  very  consid- 
erable quantity  of  milk  condemned  and  destroyed,  there  is  any  lack  of 
an  adequate  supply  for  the  use  of  the  public,  and.  also,  of  the  coiiten- 
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tiou  <if  the  resyomleut  that  it  will  take  cousiderahle  time  fur  it  to  pro- 
A-ide  equipment  for  such  refrigiuatioii  if  it  is  required  to  do  so.  Jt  must 
he  remembered,  too,  that  it  was  not  until  July  21st  last  that  the  Com- 
missi(jii  received  this  comi)laint.  Every  effort  will  be  made,  however 
to  av(,)id  any  uunecessaiy  delay. 

“The  whole  purpose  of  this  proceeding  is  to  obtain  an  adequate 
supply  of  pure  milk  for  the  citizens  of  Philadelphia,  not  only  for  the 
present  hut  also  in  the  futur!*,  and  it  is  necessary  therefore , to  ascer- 
tain where  the  responsibility  for  any  failure  in  this  respect  rests, 
whether  with  the  producer  or  shipper,  or  with  the  transiiortatioii 
company,  or  both.  The  transiiortation  company  is  already  a party  and 
has  been  heard,  and  in  that  hearing  has  endeavored  to  make  the  pro- 
ilucer  or  shipper  res|ionsible.  The  producers  or  shippers  are  not 
jiarties  to  this  proceeding  and  have  had  no  opportunity  to  be  heard, 
and  it  is  to  afford  them  such  oi>portuuity  that  the  course  now  taken 
has  been  adopted. 

"It  !s,  therefore,  dii'ected  that  the  Secretary  of  this  ('ommission 
forthwith  notify  the  producers  or  shippers  of  milk  on  the  lines  of  the 
respomleiu,  within  a radius  of  aiqiro.vimately  sixty  miles  of  the  City 
of  I'liiladeltihia , that  they  nia.\-  and  are  reixuested  to  intervene  in 
this  proceehing , either  indix  idually  or  in  i-ombination , or  by  any 
organization  they  may  niaintiiin,  or  in  all  such  manners,  as  tlmy  may 
elect,  and  to  tile  thidr  answers,  statements  or  similar  pleadings, 
stating  therein  specitically  their  attituile  on  the  question  involved  and 
whether  or  not  they  desiri'  to  appear  before  ami  to  be  heard  by  the 
Commissi(in,  either  in  person  or  by  counsel,  d'he  responses  to  this 
notice  to  be  made  within  ten  (Kll  days  after  the  receipt  of  the  notice.” 

Snbsei|uent  to  the  call  for  another  hearing  and  prior  to  its  being  held,  a com- 
muidcation  was  receivi'd  from  the  responilent  stating  that,  commencing  with  the 
heated  term  of  the  summer  11112  and  thereafter,  refrigeratoi'  cars  would  be  placed  in 
servii-e  for  the  transportation  of  milk. 

Case  closed. 


No.  685. 

J.  W.  TOWER  vs.  BESSEMER  AND  LAKE  ERIE  RAILROAD 

COMPANY. 


Complainant  alleged  that  excessive  rate  of  fare  was  charged  by  the  respondent 
Company,  between  Greenville  and  Erie. 

The  complainant  alleged  that  because  of  his  failure  to  purchase  a ticket  from  the 
Agent  at  Greenville  the  conduct<ir  collected  from  him,  on  the  train,  .'fl.UO  for  his 
[jassage  to  Erie;  that  the  regular  rate  of  fare  between  those  two  points  is  .$1.24. 

The  respomhmt  in  its  answer  set  forth  that  its  justification  for  said  charge  was 
to  compel  patrons  to  purchase  tickets  at  stations  where  ticket  agents  were  installed, 
in  order  to  relieve  the  conductors  from  the  collection  of  fares  on  the  train,  and  also 
to  have  a sufficient  cheek  upon  the  conductors. 

The  Commission,  after  an  examination,  advised  the  respondent  that  the  uniform 
practice  of  the  railroads  of  this  State,  in  similar  cases,  is  to  make  an  excess  charge 
of  10  cents  and  to  give  the  passenger  a receipt  therefor,  which  upon  presentation  at 
any  office  of  the  company  calls  for  a refund  of  the  amount  so  paid,  and  the  Com- 
mission recommended  that  a refund  of  the  amount  of  the  excess  fare  extracted  in  this 
case  be  made  to  the  complainant  and  that  hereafter,  under  similar  circumstances, 
respondent  adopt  the  practice  heretofore  stated  as  in  vogue  on  other  roads,  and 
exact  an  excess  of  only  10  cents,  for  which  they  give  a receipt,  and  which  amount 
is  to  be  refunded  upon  presentation  of  that  receipt  at  the  offices  of  the  company. 
Case  closed. 


No.  28. 
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No,  686. 

J.  E.  DIXON  vs.  PITTSBURG  RAILWAYS  COMPANY. 

Coinijlaiuaut  alleged  that,  after  tmanliiig-  a Homewood  ear  iii  the  cit.v  of  I’itts- 
burgh,  he  discovered  that  .same  was  hound  for  the  car  barn,  and  it  became  necessary 
to  transfer  to  another  car  at  that  point.  Failing  to  secure  a seat  in  latter  car  lie 
requested  a transfer  or  the  return  of  his  fare,  whicli  was  refused. 

Commission  advised  complainant  that  it  failed  to  discover,  from  the  circumstances 
presented,  any  practical  method  for  securing  redress. 

Case  dismissed. 


No.  689. 


McILVAINE  BROTHERS  vs.  PHILADELPHIA  AND  READ- 
ING RAILWAY  COMPANY. 


Complainant  petitioned  for  the  establishment  of  siding  facilities  u|)on  spur  ti'ack 
of  respondent  company,  running  between  l.'ilh  and  Kith  Streets,  on  Hamilton  .Street. 

llespoiident  adidsed  that  the  estimated  cost  of  construction  to  cmiqilainant’s  tilant 
was  out  of  proportion  to  the  amount  of  business  to  be  secured  thereby  ; further  that 
it  could  not  permit  the  S]iur  track  in  question  to  be  usial  as  a delivery  track  in  \dew 
of  the  fact  that  said  piece  of  track  must  be  ketit  otien  for  the  proper  distribution  of 
freight  in  that  vicinity. 

After  receiving  cotiy  of  said  answer  complainant  filed  no  further  comment 
thereon,  and  case  was  closed. 


No.  690. 


HOWARD  R.  MOYER  vs.  UNITED  STATES  EXPRESS  COM- 
PANY. 


Complainant  alleged  that  excessive  charge  was  made  on  a twent.y  ijuart  tub  of  ice 
cream  shipped  from  South  I’.ethleliem  to  Q'takertown,  the  rate  on  same  being  oO 
cents. 

Respondent  advised  that  the  correct  rate  on  ici‘  cream  lietween  the  points 
mentioned  was  ;><t  cents  ]ier  hundred  pounds,  which  was  the  minimum  rate  on  this 
class  of  traffic  in  Pennsylvania  and  for  all  interstate  shipments;  that  the  classifica- 
tion provides  that  a tub  containing  five  gallons  or  twenty  (juarts  must  be  charged 
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for  on  a basis  of  one  hundred  pounds.  Said  rate  and  classification  are  regularly 
posted  at  the  offices  of  respondent  Company.  The  advance  in  rate  from  40  cents  to 
50  cents  was  made  because  the  lower  rate  was  found  unprofitable. 

Commission  forwarded  copy  of  answer  to  complainant  and  advised  that  the  actual 
distance  which  materials  of  that  kind  are  carried  is  not  a controlling  factor  in  the 
determination  of  the  rate. 


No.  691. 

L.  L.  DETWILER  vs.  ADAMS  EXPRESS  COMPANY. 


Complainant  alleged  he  was  improperly  charged  on  two  shipments  of  goods  from 
Huntingdon  to  Three  Springs. 

From  the  receipts  filed  with  the  Commission  it  was  observed  that  mistake  was 
made  by  the  Agent  of  respondent  Company. 

( 'omijlainant  was  requested  to  lake  up  complaint  direct  \vilh  respondent,  and  as 
he  advised  refund  had  been  made,  case  was  dismissed. 


No.  692. 

MILTON  FAIR  AND  NORTHUMBERLAND  COUNTY  AGRI- 
CULTURAL ASSOCIATION  vs.  PHILADELPHIA  AND 
READING  RAILWAY  COMPANY. 


The  complainants  alleged  they  were  discriminated  against  in  the  matter  of  grant- 
ing excursion  tickets  during  the  week  of  the  IMilton  fair, — said  excursion  rates  being 
granted  by  respondent  to  like  fair  associations. 

The  respondent  advised  that  it  was  neither  their  policy  or  practice  to  sell  ex- 
cursion tickets  to  county  fairs  having  an  attendance  substantially  similar  to  that 
of  the  Milton  Fair;  that  the  rate  on  excursion  tickets  to  Allentown  and  Trenton 
fairs  are  justified  by  reason  of  the  larg<‘  attendance  at  and  heavy  travel  attracted  by 
said  fairs,  which  reasons  do  not  exist  in  cases  of  fairs  similar  to  that  of  com- 
plainant. 

.-\s  complainants  failed  to  prosecute  complaint  further,  case  closed. 
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No.  693. 


WOLF  AND  SHULTZ  vs.  PHILADELPHIA  AND  READING 
READING  RAILWAY  COMPANY. 


Complaiiient  allegeil  excessive  switching  charge  on  grain  from  their  warehouse 
located  at  Lewishnrg,  to  the  liuffalo  Flour  ^lilliug  t'ompany,  three  and  one-half 
s(juares  aA\aj,  said  cliarge  being  .$7..Ytt  per  car;  (hat  said  rate  was  excessi'^'c  when 
compared  with  charge  for  similar  haul. 

Respondent  advised  that  tlie  movement  comidained  of  are  in  ever.^■  I'e.^iiert 
similar  to  a new  shipment  from  one  station  to  another  and  the  charge  of  25  <’ents 
per  ton,  under  all  circumstance.s,  is  not  excessive. 

i he  complainant  was  advised  that  the  Commission  does  not  f(*el  warronte<l  in 
adjudging  Ihe  charge  complained  of  as  unreasonable,  but  that  if  complainant  de- 
sires a hearing  the  same  will  be  granted. 

As  complainant  failetl  (o  fuiiher  iirosecute  complain.ant , the  same  was  closed. 


No.  694. 


W.  I.  MATTER  vs.  NORTHERN  CENTRAL  RAILWAY  COM- 
PANY. 


Complaint  was  made  alleging  that  the  advance  in  the  rate  of  freight  on  ice  cream 
from  Millersburg  to  Lykens,  from  !)c.  per  hundred  pounds  to  3Cc.  per  hundred 
pounds,  was  unwarranted  and  excessive.  Further  that  complainant  had  not  been 
duly  notified  of  such  advance,  from  which  fact  a claim  was  made  for  refund  to 
the  amount  of  .?11.40. 

Respondent  in  its  answer  alleged  that  its  classification,  or  tariff,  made  no  pro- 
vision for  rates  on  ice  cream,  and  inasmuch  as  it  did  not  consider  this  a safe 
commodity  (o  carry  by  freight  service,  instructions  had  been  issued  to  discontinue 
accepting  it  for  shipment. 

Investigation  developeil  that  Ihe  agent  increased  the  rates  without  proper  au- 
thority and  without  due  notice  to  the  shipper,  and  in  ronsei|uenee  (hereof  ihe 
refund  rerpiested  was  ordered  by  the  Commi.ssion  to  be  paid.  .Subscnnimtly  Ihe 
Railroad  Company  advised  the  Commission  of  its  intention  to  abandon  the  practice 
of  carrying  ice  cream  by  freight;  consultation  was  held  regarding  this  phase  of 
the  complaint  and  an  amicable  agreement  was  reached  to  the  effect  that  this  com- 
modity would  be  carried  as  freight  only  on  mixed  trains. 
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No.  695. 

F.  McGINNESS  vs.  THE  PULLMAN  COMPANY. 


Complainant  allesod  that  In?  inirchased  section  on  car  of  Respondent  Company 
from  Oil  ('ity  to  Philadelphia  and  that  conductor  resold  said  section  to  three  per- 
sons h(‘t\veen  ( 'oriy  and  Kane. 

R('s])ondent  ad\ised  that  it  was  an  error  on  the  part  of  the  conductor  of  the 
car  and  that  the  employees  involved  have  hcen  duly  disciplined. 

Cas(‘  dismissed. 


No.  698. 


S.  L.  EVANS  vs.  P.HILADELPHIA  AND  READING  RAILWAY 

COMPANY. 


Coni|)lainanf  alle:;e(l  that  a I'efund  should  he  made  for  cash  fare  paid  belweeu 
.\mhler  and  Philadeli)hia  on  a ilay  which  complainant  had  neglected  to  take 
monthly  ticket  with  idm. 

Complainant  was  ailvised  that  the  Railroacl  ('ompany  was  entirely  within  its  right 
i:i  (hmianding  and  <'olh'cting'  eash  fare  f)ii  the  occasion  complained  about;  that  on 
suliseipieut  occasion  the  conductor  <onld  not  he  retiuired  to  refund  the  money  pre- 
viously collected,  anil  in  lieu  thereof  accept  complainant’s  monthly  ticket. 

Case  closed. 


No.  699. 

M.  DYER  vs,  PHILADELPHIA  AND  READING  RAILWAY 

COMPANY. 


Comiilaint  was  made  alleging  discrindnation  from  the  fact  that  the  rate  on 
carbide  from  ilarrishnrg  to  Winfield,  was  higher  than  that  from  Harrisburg  to 
West  ililton. 

Complainant  failed  to  respond  to  the  Commission’s  request  for  more  specific  in- 
formation, and  case  was  dismissed. 


No.  2.S. 


ri'NNNS'i  KAA.\).\  ST.\'!’J-;  K.Vil.UoAl*  ( ’<  isSlUV. 


85 


No.  700. 

PAINE  & COMPANY,  LIMITED  vs.  V/ILKES-BARRE,  DAL- 
LAS AND  HARVEYS  LAKE  RAILWAY  COMPANY. 


^ Allpgiiig  Hiat  the  rate  of  82.00  for  the  transportation  of  two  barrels  of  dust 
oil  from  Wilkes-ltarre  to  Harveys  Lake- a distance  of  20  miles— was  excessive, 
complaint  was  made  to  the  Commission. 

The  complainant  was  advised  that  the  Commission  does  not  have  the  power  to 
fi.v  rate.s  but  only  to  determine  the  ren.sonableiiess  of  the  same  after  due  con- 
sideration of  the  circumstances  involved,  ami  re<iuesied  compbOuaut  U.  lib'  a 
more  spenhe  complaint.  As  this  was  not  done  the  case  was  closeil 


No._7_01._^ 

L.  H.  HEIST  vs.  THE  PENNSYLVANIA  COMPANY. 


Complainant  averred  that  an  excess  fare  r C had  been  improperly  collected 

from  three  passengers  on  train  No.  25,  between  IMiiladelphia  and  Pittsburgh. 

An  investigation  developed  that  the  pas.sengers  had  tickets  to  a point  of  desti- 
nation on  the  Pacific  Coast:  that  train  No.  L'5,  upon  which  they  were  travelling, 
was  an  extra  fare  train  between  Pittsburgh  and  Chicago:  that  the  tiled  larilf  of 
the  respondent  company  provides,  that  when  passengers  on  an  extra  fare  train 
stop  off  at  an  authorized  stop-over  p<dnt  the  amount  of  extra  fare  will  be  refunded 
on  application  to  tin-  agent  at  that  p.dnt,  provided  no  extra  fare  is  in  effect  between 
the  points  the  extia  fare  train  is  used:  that  train  No.  25  was  not  an  extra  fare 
train  between  Philadelphia  and  Pittsburgh:  that  application  was  not  made  to  the 
agent  at  Pitsburgh,  the  stop-over  point,  for  the  refund  of  the  extra  fare  paid. 

The  complainant  was  advised  that  it  was  perfectly  proper  bm  the  respondent 
company  to  make  a charge  for  passengers  luddiug  tickets  for  points  west  of  Pitts- 
burgh, so  that  the  conductor  would  be  certain  of  the  fares  even  if  Ihev  Pft  the 
train  at  i’ittslmrgh  instead  of  coutiuuiug  further,  as  (heir  tickets  eutilbil  them  to 
<lo,  and  was  reijuested  lo  fuiirsh  jiroofs  that  llm  pass<'ngcra  did  leave  the  train 
at  Pittsburgh,  as  was  uece.ssary  to  secure  a refund. 

Idle  proofs  requested  not  having  been  furuislie.l  (hu  case  was  closed. 
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No.  703. 


RESIDENTS  OF  CROSBY  vs.  THE  PENNSYLVANIA  RAIL- 
ROAD COMPANY. 


A petition  viis  filed,  asking  for  the  erection  of  a station  for  the  accommoda- 
tion of  passengers  and  freight  at  Crosby,  on  (lie  line  of  the  resiioiident  company’s 
road. 

'I'lie  respondent  nd\i,sed  the  Commission  that  a building  of  suitable  character 
for  this  purpose  would  be  erected,  and  as  this  sati.sfied  (he  petitioners  the  case 
was  closed. 


No.  704. 

W.  E.  GARDNER  vs.  CUMBERLAND  VALLEY  RAILROAD 

COMPANY. 


Complainant  purchased  a monthly  commutation  ticket  between  Chambersburg 
and  Greencastle — good  for  .'id  trips — for  .'(!(j.(X).  He  used  12  trips  and  desired  to 
pay  for  the  same  at  the  rate  of  28e.  each  way,  the  first-class  fare  between  those 
points,  and  asked  that  a refund  be  made  on  the  difference,  to  wit:  ,$2.04. 

The  complainant  later  advised  the  Commission  that  respondent  had  notified 
him  of  their  willingness  to  make  said  refund,  and  therefore  withdrew  his  com- 
plaint. 


No.  705. 


L.  A.  SKINNER,  et  al,  vs.  THE  PENNSYLVANIA  RAILROAD 

COMPANY. 


I’etilion  was  tiled  alleging  inadequate  and  insufficient  station  facilities  at  Tem- 
pleton. 

Respondent  advised  of  their  intention  to  improve  conditions  at  that  point  as 
soon  as  desired  property  had  been  vacated ; and  later  reported  that  action  had 
been  taken  toward  the  erection  of  said  station. 

Case  closed. 
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No.  708. 


FRANK  W.  STANTON  & COMPANY  vs.  THE  PENNSYLVA- 
NIA RAILROAD  COMPANY. 


^ Complainant  alleged  that  on  a ear  of  peaches  and  apples,  shipped  from  Ledy 
Station  to  Philadelphia,  the  weight  on  the  original  freight  bill  was  11,84(1  pound.s 
of  peaches  and  that  they  were  charged  for  lo.ooo  pounds  at  the  rate  of  .3.1c. 
15,000  was  the  minimum  car  weight,  hi  addition  they  were  charged  a local  rate 
of  30c.  per  one  hundred  pounds  on  the  apples:  they  objected  to  the  bill,  claiming 
that  after  they  had  been  charged  a minimum  carlot  weight  on  peaches  it  was 
unreasonable  to  charge  on  some  10,250  pounds  of  apples,  the  local  rate  of  30c., 
the  carlot  rate  on  apples  being  23c.  per  one  hundred  pounds;  that  they  should  only 
he  compelled  to  pay  carlot  rate  on  apples  in  e.wess  of  15,000  pounds  of  weight 

The  respondent  advi.sed  that  the  freight  hill  was  made  in  error  ami  that  a"proper 
settlenieut  would  lie  iiia<ie  ou  corrected  hill. 

Case  dismissed. 


No.  709. 


RESIDENTS  OF  GENESEE  vs.  BUFFALO  AND  SUSQUE- 
HANNA RAILROAD  COMPANY,  NEW  YORK  AND  PENN- 
SYLVANIA RAILWAY  COMPANY. 


A petition  was  filed  requesting  the  erection  of  a new  station  at  Genesee,  alleging 
that  the  pre.sent  station  was  inadecpiate  for  the  accommodation  of  freight  011(^1110 
traveling  public. 

Owing  to  the  fact  that  the  Buffalo  and  Susquehanna  Railn.ad  Company  of 
respondent  was  in  the  hands  of  a receiver,  the  Commission  advisal  tl.e  petitioners 
that  until  such  receivership  was  dissolved  the  Commission  was  without  jurisdicliou. 

Case  dismissed. 
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No,  710. 

THOS.  KIRK  vs.  THE  PENNSYLVANIA  RAILROAD  COM- 
PANY. 


The  complainant  alleged  that  on  asking  for  a ticket  for  the  transportation  of  the 
liody  of  his  daughter,  the  Ticket  Agent  at  Itidgway  informed  complainant  that 
he  must  also  buy  a ticket  for  himself — paying  '2U;.  per  mile — although  complainant 
informed  said  Agent  that  he  had  I’ennsylvania  mileage,  and  did  not  expect  any 
special  privileges,  having  purchased  I’ullmau  accommodations;  that  said  Agent  in- 
formed complainant  that  he  could  not  travel  on  the  mileage  and  that  ticket  was 
purchased  under  protest. 

( 'omplainant  therefore  asked  that  a refund  he  made  for  the  overcharge. 

Itefore  the  attention  of  the  respondent  was  brought  to  this  conpilaiut,  com- 
[ilainant  advised  the  (.’(jiimnssion  that  the  respondent  company  had  reversed  their 
ruling  and  had  reindnirsed  him  for  the  overcharge.  Case  closed. 


No.  711. 


I.  H.  STANWOOD  vs.  LEHIGH  VALLEY  RAILROAD  COM 

PANY. 


Complainant  stated  that  he  hoarded  a day  coach  of  the  Black  Diamond  Express, 
on  respondent  company's  roail,  at  the  Beading  Terminal.  I’iiiladelphia , for  Ithaca, 
.\'ew  York:  that  at  South  Bethlehem  he  had  to  change  to  the  New  York  section; 
that  it  was  an  all-Bullman  train  and  he  was  infornu'd  that  it  was  the  only  train 
that  would  make  prompi  and  through  connections:  that  in  so  doing  he  was  charged 
an  excess  fare  of  Ode.  to  Sayr(>,  and  he  requested  that  the  Commission  have  the 
amount  refunded  to  him. 

The  Commission,  after  considering  all  the  correspondence  in  the  matter,  ad- 
\ised  the  complainant  that  he  had  misinteriireted  what  is  meant  by  an  extra 
fare,  specified  and  ad\-ertised  in  Ihe  respondent  company's  folder;  that  an  extra 
fare  is  an  extra  railroad  fare,  charged  by  a raihajad  company  over  and  above 
its  ordinary  [)assengei’  fare  and  does  not  cover  the  charge  made  by  the  Bull- 
man  (Aimpany  fo  accommodation  in  its  cars;  that  Ihe  fare  paid  by  coiu|)lainant 
for  ticket  from  Bhiladidphia  was  sold  at  the  regular  rate — being  good  for  passage 
between  tbe  points  named  but  only  in  the  oi'diuary  coaches  of  the  railroad  com- 
pany: and  because  in  making  the  change  at  South.  Bethlehem  complainant  pre- 
ferred to  take  Ihe  Bla<-k  Diamond  Express,  which  was  composed  entirely  of  Bull- 
man  cars,  complain.'uil  was  neces.sarily  obliged  to  pay  the  Bullman  fare  for  ac- 
commodation on  sucli  cars,  wdiicli,  however,  w.as  not  an  extra  railroad  fare;  that 
tlie  extra  fare  paid  was  not  an  extra  train  fare  l)ut  a Bullman  fan>,  and  conse- 
quently the  ( 'ommission  did  not  la'gard  this  case  as  one  authoi'izing  a recommenda- 
tion for  any  refund,  and  dismissed  the  case. 


No.  28. 


PEXNSYLVA.N’IA  STATE  UAILROAD  CU.M  .MISS  I UN. 


X.) 


ITo.  716. 

CRAWFORD  MUTUAL  TELEPHONE  COMPANY  ”s.  BELL 
TELEPHONE  COMPANY. 


Complainant  protostod  a.^ainst  tin?  niothods  employed  by  Respondent  Coinpanv 
in  securing  new  business  in  Conneautville, — .said  methods  being  in  vicdation  of  the 
recommendations  the  C'ominission  made  in  the  cases  of  the  retrohuim  Telephone 
Company  and  the  Johnstown  Telephone  Ccmpanj’  against  the  Resiiondent  Com- 
pany on  Jlay  11th,  1!)11  , concerning  the  furnishing  of  free  trial  service  on  con- 
tracts. 

The  respondent  advised  that  immediately  upon  receii)t  of  Commission's  decision 
verbal  instructions  were  given  to  all  managers,  in  the  territories  involved,  to 
discontinue  the  practice  of  furnishing  free  service,  and  that,  through  an  oversight, 
the  local  manager  at  iMeadville  did  not  receive  such  veiTal  notice;  that  the  Resiion- 
dent  is  most  anxious  to  comply  strictly  with  the  order  of  the  Commissioti,  and  is 
accordingly  not  furnishing  any  free  service  at  this  time. 

A C(jpy  of  the  answer  was  sent  to  complainant  aiul  case  closed. 


No.  717. 

JOSEPH  A.  KEPHART  vs.  EAST  BROAD  TOP  RAILROAD 

AND  COAL  COMPANY. 


Complainant  alleged  that  a rate  of  .3c.  per  mile  was  charged  for  passen.gers,  hut 
that  those  working  for  the  res[)ondent,  at  their  mines,  were  carried  at  a reduced 
rate. 

The  complainant  was  advised  that  with  like  accommodations  the  rates  must  be 
the  same  to  all  persons,  as  the  railroads,  under  the  law,  cannot  discriminate;  and 
that,  as  complainant  di<l  not  furnish  more  specific  information  regarding  the 
the  Commission  could  not  be  more  definite. 

Case  dismissed. 


case , 
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No.  718. 


CHARLES  RICHARDS  vs.  READING  TRANSIT  COMPANY. 


< !(imi)lainant  all(‘f>eil  that  owing  to  tlie  pro.xiinity  of  the  rails  and  overhanging 
of  oar.s  in.snhcient  clearance  was  had  between  the  cars  of  the  Respondent  Company. 

As  coinidainant  failed  lo  furnish  additional  information  and  to  further  prose- 
cute his  comidaint,  the  same  wa.s  dismissed. 


No.  720. 


JOHN  G.  KAUFMAN  vs.  PHILADELPHIA  AND  READING 

RAILWAY  COMPANY. 


(tomplaint  was  made  regarding  the  refusal  of  the  respondent  company  to  sell 
half-prici.‘  (■omnuitation  ticket  from  >Steuton  Station  to  the  Reading  Termiiial. 

d'he  coni|dainant  was  informed  that  the  respondimt  issues  no  commutation  half- 
fare tickets  and  that  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commission  e.Kteuds  only  to  ascertain- 
ing whether  any  specified  fare  is  unreasonable  or  excessive,  and  does  not  directly 
confer  upon  the  Commission  the  authority  to  establish  new  forms  of  tickets  with 
rates  therefor. 

There  being  no  half-fare  commutation  tickets  in  existence  the  Commission  does 
not  feel  warranted  in  making  any  recommendation  for  the  issuance  of  such  tickets. 
Case  dismissed. 


No.  721. 

KITTANNING  TELEPHONE  COMPANY  vs.  PITTSBURGH 
AND  ALLEGHENY  STREET  RAILWAY  COMPANY. 


Complainant  alleged  that  on  account  of  electrolysis  in  the  town  of  Apollo  they 
had  suffered  a loss  cif  several  hundred  dollars  by  having  cable  destroyed.  This 
said  electrolysis  is  caused  by  (he  Respondent  Company  operating  their  plant  con- 
trary to  the  rules  and  practice  of  street  railway  operations,  inasmuch  as  the  bond 
of  the  rails  are  in  such  a condition  that  it  fails  to  riHurn  current  to  the  power 
house,  and  the  current  is  therefore  operating  in  a positive  condition  instead  of 
negative,  thereby,  causing  destruction  to  cables. 


No.  28. 
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The  complainants  were  aihisod  that  the  complainant  involves  no  question  of 
public  accommodation  or  comenience,  but  rather  an  injury  to  private  rights  and 
is  therefore  not  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commission. 

Complaint  dismissed. 


No.  722. 


BILLINGS  AND  KELDER  vs.  DELAWARE,  LACKAWANNA 
AND  WESTERN  RAILROAD  COMPANY,  and  LEHIGH 
VALLEY  RAILROAD  COMPANY. 


(.omplainant  alleged  the  rate  on  hay  from  New  Albany  ,lo  East  Stroudsburg, 
18c.  per  hundred  pounds,  is  excessive  as  compared  with  rates  from  New  Albany  to 
points  a much  greater  dtsiance,  such  as  New  York,  Philadelphia  and  Raltimore, 
which  are  only  15c.  per  hundred  pounds. 

Respondents  in  answer  advised  that  a rale  of  1.5c.  per  hundred  pounds  will  be 
made  effective  on  and  after  January  1st,  1912. 

Case  closed. 


No.  725. 


J.  E.  THURSTON  vs.  THE  PENNSYLVANIA  RAILROAD 

COMPANY. 


Complainant  alleged  that  the  rate  on  empty  barrels  between  Wilkes-Barre  and 
Delmatia  was  excessive. 

Respondent  advised  that  the  trouble  was  due  to  a misinterpretation  of  the  tariffs 
by  the  agent  at  Delmatia  and  that  the  matter  had  been  .satisfactorily  adjusted  with 
the  complainant. 

Case  closed. 


No.  726. 

M.  M.  McLaughlin  vs.  the  Pennsylvania  railroad 

COMPANY. 


Complaint  was  made  agajnst  the  refusal  of  the  Respondent  Company  to  allow  the 
complainant  to  stop  over  at  a point  enroute  between  Lewistown  Junction  and 
Duncannon. 
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The  complaiiiniit  was  advised  that  owing  to  the  contract  on  the  ticket  purcliased 
by  him  reading  “for  continuous  passage”  tlie  Commission  has  no  authority  to  in- 
^'alidato  same  and  the  conductor  was  perfectly  right  in  refusing  to  permit  a stop- 
o\er,  and  in  not  accepting  it  when  a stop-over  had  been  made. 


No.  728. 


ACKERMAN  BROTHERS  vs.  DUNKIRK,  ALLEGHENY  VAL- 
LEY AND  PITTSBURGH  RAILROAD  COMPANY. 


('omplaiuant  alleged  that  respondent  refused  to  carry  freight  offered  by  them, 
from  Titus\ille  to  Torpedo,  Warren  county. 

Respondent  ndvise<l  that  Torpedo  is  a prepay  station  an<l  that  all  shipments 
must  not  be  delivered  at  prepay  stations  on  account  of  pilferage  and  damage  from 
rain,  etc.,  but  that  arrangements  have  been  made  whereby  shipments  consigned 
from  complainant  to  tire  Warren  Silica  Company  at  Torpedo  will  bb  unloaded--^ 
that  C’ompany  agreeing  to  assume  any  loss  from  lulferage  or  damage  by  reason 
thereof. 

As  this  satisfied  the  complainant,  the  casi>  was  closed. 


No.  729. 

CLINTON  LYTLE  vs.  THE  PENNSYLVANIA  RAILROAD 

COMPANY. 


Complainant  alle.ged  that  he  purchased  a ticket  at  Natrona  for  Mifflinburg,  at  a 
cost  of  .^5.30,  and  was  charged  .'(iT.lli)  for  a return  ticket  between  the  points  named. 

On  being  advised  of  said  complaint,  respondent  forwarded  to  complainant  check 
for  -U-O-J — being  the  amount  of  overcharge — claiming  that  the  same  had  erro- 
neously been  charged  by  the  Agent  at  that  point. 


No.  730. 


WILLIAM  T.  KNIGHT  vs.  PHILADELPHIA  RAPID  TRANSIT 

COMPANY. 


Complaint  was  made  regarding  the  service  and  equipment  in  general  upon  the 
Germantown  Division  of  the  Respondent  Company. 


No.  28. 


1*E^'^■SV1.^'AXJA  STATE  KAILliUAD  CO.MMISSION. 


The  coiuphnujiur  was  advised  that  the 
investijtation  of  the  street  ear  serviee 
doubt  that  the  serviee  will  Ive  remedied 
the  reorgauization. 


( onmussidii  had  just  euiieludi'd  a thorough 
ill  the  ('ity  of  Tliiladelpliia , and  has  uci 
witliiii  a short  time,  espeehtlly  iu  view  of 


No.  731. 


CHARLES  W.  KIRK  vs.  PHILADELPHIA  RAPID  TRANSIT 

COMPANY. 


(.'omidaiiit  was  made  regarding  the  operaliou  of  I'a.vAVithiu  ears,  with  the  ven- 
tilators and  frotit  ttnd  rear  windows  on  the  )datforms  otieii,  tlierehy  [irodueing 
drafts. 

Complainant  was  advised  that  the  (.'ommission  had  just  eoncluded  a thorough  in- 
vestigation of  the  street-car  serviee  in  the  City  of  Philadelphia  and  had  no  doubt 
that  the  matters  about  which  he  complained  would  he  remedied  within  a short 
time,  especially  in  view  of  the  re-organization  and  re-adjustment  which  had  taken 
place. 


No.  732. 


J.  H.  MUSSER  vs.  THE  PENNSYLVANIA  RAILROAD  COM- 
PANY. 


Complaint  was  made  regarding  the  over-crowding  of  Train  Xo.  NM,  Iietween 
Union  Furnace  and  Altoona. 

The  complainant  was  advised  by  the  Commission  that,  as  he  had  failed  to  pay  his 
fare  and  as  he  had  been  threatened  with  prosecution,  it  would  be  advisable  that 
he  consult  counsel.  Case  closed. 


No.  733. 

H I.  BRIAN  & COMPANY  vs.  THE  PENNSYLVANIA  RAIL- 
ROAD COMPANY. 


Complainant  rcrpiested  to  be  advised 
the  Railroad  Company  extending  siding 


whether  there  was  any  legal  objection  to 
at  Rising  Springs  Station  one  hundred  and 
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twenty  feet  west,  for  the  puipose  of  imloadiiig  coal  at  complainant’s  shed,  said 
siding  being  used  as  a general  delivery  siding. 

Complainant  was  advised  that  the  C'Ommissiou  knows  of  no  law  preventing 
the  Railrottd  Ccmiiany  from  I'xtending  its  siding. 


No.  735. 


JAMES  VAN  DYCK  CARD  vs.  LEHIGH  VALLEY  RAILROAD 

COMPANY. 


Complaint  was  made  regarding  alleged  blocking  of  the  main  highway  by  a freight 
train  at  Portland,  for  the  period  of  twenty  minutes,  on  October  13th. 

Complainant  w’as  advised  that  the  proper  proceeding  for  redress  was  before  a 
Justice  of  the  Peace — the  Commission  having  no  jurisdiction  in  the  matter  of 
grade  crossings. 

Case  closed. 


No.  738. 

C.  B.  LAY  vs.  THE  BALTIMORE  AND  OHIO  RAILROAD 

COMPANY. 


Complainant  alleged  that  he  purchased  a ticket  over  the  line  of  the  respondent 
company  from  Mt.  Jewett  to  Kane,  a distance  of  10.8  miles  as  given  in  the  Official 
Guide — and  for  said  ticket  he  paid  the  Ticket  Agent  at  Mt.  Jewett  the  sum  of  50c., 
making  the  mileage  rate  between  the  tw'o  points  above-named  approximately  4^c. 
per  mile. 

Respondent  advises  that  complainant  evidently  referred  to  the  fare  as  shown 
oti  tariff  of  the  Big  Level  and  Kinzua  Railroad,  which  company  was  absorbed  by 
the  respondent,  and  when  the  line  was  made  part  of  respondent's  system  and 
changed  from  narrow  gauge  to  standard  gauge,  the  respondent,  just  as  soon  there- 
after as  possible,  published  a new  tariff  covering  this  line  in  which  fares  were 
made  on  a basis  of  .3c.  per  mile. 

As  this  satisfied  the  complaint,  the  case  was  closed. 


X<J.  2S. 
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No.  740. 

OHIO  IRON  AND  METAL  COMPANY  vs.  THE  PENNSYLVA- 

nia  railroad  company. 


Complaint  was  made 
iMifflin  county,  to  IIulT, 
the  rate  of  freight  from 
rate  of  freight  from  Pit 
per  gro.ss  ton  more  from 
ham  to  Pittsbiirgli. 


i.ite  quoted  ou  .scrap  iron  ear  load.s  from  Burnham. 
'Inch  IS  a suburb  of  Creeushurg,  at  .^n.Sn  per  gro.ss  ton.- 
littshurgh  to  Burnham  being  .>):i.70  per  gro.ss  ton,  and  the 
jniigh  to  Huff  per  gross  ton:  that  said  rate  is  10c 
I-urnhain  to  Huff,  an  inf,.rnn.diaf e point  fhan  from  Burn- 


After  taking  complaint 
vised  tliat  a reduction  of 
quoted,  and  complaini  wa 


np  with  IvespondeiO  <'ompan\- 
B'c.  per  ton  had  been  made 
s disiuisseil. 


file 

from 


complainant  was  ad- 
fhe  rate  theretofore 


No.  741. 

UNION  CHARCOAL  COMPANY  vs.  THE  PENNSYLVANIA 

railroad  company. 


Complaint 
CTimplainant’s 
of  shipment. 


was  made  against  the  refusal  of  the  It 
weights  at  point  of  shipment,  and 


espondent  Company 
deliver  bills-of-ladin. 


to  accept 
: on  day 


Complainant  advised  that  an  agreement  had  been 
Company  and  therefore  withdrew  his  allegation. 


entered 


into  with 


Respondent 


No.  748. 


W.  R.  JONES  vs.  PHILADELPHIA  AND  EASTON 

RAILWAY  COMPANY. 


ELECTRIC 


Complaint  was  made  regarding  the  loss  .-.n  i ■ 
from  Ferndale  to  Shamokin.  valued  at  $2,3  40 
The  complainant  was  advi.sed  that  as  this  is  a elain,  f , 

mission  has  no  .iurisdiction  in  the  premises  as  it  is  ' 

determine.  ■ a question  for  the  courts  to 
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No.  751. 

• ..  -z^r-r^ 

CHARLES  FITZSn,aMONS  vs.  PITTSBURG  AND  BUTLER 
STREET  RAILWAY  COMPANY. 


Complainant  alleged  that  he  was  put  to  great  inconvenience  by  the  failu.“  o'’ 
the  car  of  the  respondent  to  stop  at  P>ardona  Station — a stop  scheduled  on  fold  ’i  r; 
said  Company's  road. 

The  respondent  advised  that  failure  to  stop  was  a mistake  in  judgment  <hi  iii'* 
part  of  the  motorman,  as  he  thought  the  party  was  surveying  and  that  the  signai 
given  to  stop  was  a professional  signal  and  not  intended  for  him. 

As  this  satisfied  the  complainant,  the  case  was  closed. 


No.  755. 


EDWARD  BAINS  vs.  THE  PENNSYLVANIA  RAILROAD 

COMPANY. 


Complaint  was  made  because  the  Respondent  Company  refused  to  accept  for 
passage  from  (i'arpenter  to  North  Philadelphia  a ticket  reading  from  North  Phila- 
delphia to  Carpenter. 

Complainant  was  advised  that  this  ticket  is  a contract  between  the  passenger  and 
the  Railroad  Company  by  which  the  respondent,  in  consideration  of  the  sum 
paid  for  the  ticket,  agreed  to  carry  the  passenger  from  Carpenter  to  North  Phila- 
delphia ; that  the  rules  and  regulations  of  the  company  concerning  the  acceptance 
by  its  conductors  of  tickets  seems  reasonable  in  view  of  the  fact  that  they  have  to 
use  these  tickets  in  checking  the  work  of  the  conductors  on  the  various  trains ; 
that  this  Commission  has  no  authority  to  invalidate  contracts  and  is  of  the  opinion 
that  the  conductor  was  right  in  refusing  to  accept  a ticket  for  passage  between  Car- 
penter and  North  Philadelphia  when  the  ticket  specifically  stateu  that  it  was  good 
for  passage  in  the  opposite  direction,  viz:  North  Philadelphia  to  Carpenter. 


No.  28. 
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1910  CASES  CLOSED  DURING  1911 


430.  Ihe  Evening-  Telegraph  of  Phila- 
delphia, et  al. 

■S’S. 

1 hiladelphia  Rapid  Transit  Com- 
pany. 

4.AU.  J.  M.  idttle.  et  ai. 

VS. 

Erie  liaili'oad  CompaJiy. 

4-id.  ('.  Howard  I’ainier 

\'S. 

■New  Yoj-k,  8iis(juehanna  & Western 
Railroad  h'<nnpany. 

463.  Cunningham  I’iauo  Company 

V3. 

'riio  I’ennsyJvania  Railroad  Com- 
pany. 

498.  Citizens  of  Sugar  Grove,  Freehold 
and  ITttslield,  in  the  county  of 
W'a  rren 
vs. 

Erie  Railroad  Company. 
r.OE  Residents  of  Washing  ton  County 

\'S. 

Kaltimore  & Ohio  Railroad  Co. 
I’lttsburgh  Itailways  Company. 

r.03.  American  Plate  Glass  Company 

VS. 

The  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Com- 
ru  , 

-borou^jh  of  Avis 
vs. 

New  York  Central  & Hudson  River 
Railroad  Company. 

515.  Johnstown  Chamber  of  Commerce 

VS. 

The  Bell  Telephone  Company. 

516.  YI.  A.  Nash 

\s. 

Eastern  Pennsylvania  Railways 
Company. 


II  I'o  plant,  equipment,  insufficient  ser 
\ ice  and  fiuaucial  condition. 


i'eliiion  for  train  service  at  Keunard. 


Jtefusal  (o  erect  sidiug  or  switch. 


Iteiusal  to  erect  sidiug  or  switch. 


Retition  for  establishment  of  passenger 
taciliiies  at  Lottsville. 


I'etition  for  train  connections  at  Finley- 
ville. 


Alleged  discriminatory  rate  on  grinding 
sand. 


Retition  for  construction  of  overhead 
bridge  across  yard  tracks. 


Discrimination  in  rates. 


Inadequate  schedule  on  Coal  Castle 
branch. 


7—28—1911 
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Wolirr  l'\  Eecdoiu 
vs. 

Till'  ri'iiusylvaiii.-'i  Kailroad  ('oin- 
pany. 

.")'_'0.  l.i'Miii  II.  I’.n'hm 
vs. 

I’lLiladi'Iplii.'i  A Kcadins  Kailway 
Coiniiaiiy. 

5-1.  Fred  L.  Ca.stor 
vs. 

'Pile  Fi'inisyl\aiiia  Kailroad  Fom- 

IKUiy. 

521.'.  W.  II.  Cox  A ('(impaiiy 

V.S. 

Itailiiiiore  A <>liiii  Kailroad  Com- 
liaiiy. 

524.  Kold.  M.  WilfoiiK 
X s. 

4’lie  I'eniisyl  vania  Kailroad  < 'om- 
jiaiiy. 

.525.  .loliii  F.  Miles 
\s. 

I.aki'  Shore  A Mieliisan  Southern 
Railway  C’ompany. 

52t«.  Harvey  (lourley,  et  al. 
vs. 

riiiladelithia  A KeadinR  Kailway 
Company. 

527.  Citizens  of  Middletown 

vs. 

Central  Pennsylvania  Traction 
Company. 

528.  Elk  Tanning  Company 

vs. 

The  Pennsylvania  Kailroad  Com- 
pany. 

529.  Frank  Frohlieh 

vs. 

Baltimore  A Ohio  Kailroad  Com- 
pany. 

.5.30.  E.  G.  Waid 
vs. 

Pittsburgh  A Lake  Erie  Railroad 
Company. 


Location  of  now  station. 


Kegnaltions  governing  loading  of  milk. 


Storage  chargi'S  on  baggage. 


Exeossi'\e  switching  charge. 


(tvercharge  on  wagon  shipjied  from  Kad- 
nor  to  Wolfsburg. 


Passenger  train  sei-vice  from  towns  in 
western  i>art  of  Erie  county  to  Erie, 
Peiiii’a. 

Lo<-ation  of  passenger  station  and  ap- 
liroaches  thereto. 


I n re  car  service. 


Excessive  rate,  overcharge  on  shipment 
of  coal. 


Inefhdent  service  on  Johnstown  and  Ber- 
lin branches. 


Sto[)ping  of  Train  No.  23  at  Woodlawn. 
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531.  C.  Iblseng 
vs. 


Adams  E.xpress  Company. 

532.  Stockton  W.  Jones 

vs. 

Philadelphia  Kapid  Transit  Com- 
pany. 

533.  Citizens  of  Ulysses,  IVnu'a. 

vs. 

New  i'ork  Central  A llmlson  River 
Railroad  Company. 

.)34.  The  Petroleum  Telei)hone  Company 
vs. 

The  Rell  Telephone  Company. 

• )3.).  Johnstown  Telephone  Company 
vs. 

Ihe  l!ell  Telephone  Conipanv. 

53tj.  .7.  N.  Glover 
vs. 

Adams  Express  Company. 

p37.  Employees  of  IJ.  S.  Navy  Yard 
vs. 

I hiladelidiia  Rapid  Transit  Com- 
pany. 

o3S.  Residents  of  Fairview,  York 
Connty 
vs. 

Northern  Central  Railway  Com- 
pany. 

;>39.  AV.  P>.  Shinkle 
vs. 

Pittsburgh  A-  I.ake  Erie  Railway 
I'ompany. 

540.  II,  Af.  Fry 
vs. 

Reading  ^I’l'ansit  Comt»anv. 

o41.  Peck  Lumber  AJanufacturiuo-  Com- 
pany, 
vs. 

Lehigh  A alh'y  Railroad  Company. 

542.  Elton  J.  P.nckley 
vs. 

The  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Coni- 
r>auy. 


Train  connections  at  Blairsville  Inter- 
section causing  delay  in  delivery  of 
perishable  exiiress  matter. 

( ondition  of  cars,  inadeauate  schedule 
on  line  to  Ltoylestown. 


Inadequate  station  facilities. 


Alleged  diiscrimination  in  granting  a 
period  of  free  service  to  new  sub- 
scribers. 

Alleged  discrimination  in  granting  a 
period  of  free  service  to  new  sub- 
soil be  rs. 

Rate  on  thirty  pound  can  of  milk,  \'icks- 
burg  to  Lewisburg. 

.Service  to  Navy  A'ard. 


Erection  of  passenger  station  at  Alarsh 
Run. 


T nsafe  operations  of  trains  ami  danger- 
ous approaches  to  station  at  Wood- 
lawn,  Peun'a. 

Refusal  to  issue  transfers. 


Alleged  excessive  switching  charge. 


Method  of  lighting  cars  on  Ihe  German- 
town and  ('hestnul  Hill  branehes. 
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No.  430. 


THE  EVENING  TELEGRAPH  OE  PHILADELPHIA,  et  al.,vs. 
PHILADELPHIA  RAPID  TRANSIT  COMPAN!^. 


(lomplaiuauts,  rein'eseiUiug  a large  uumber  of  citizens  of  I’hiladelpliia,  alleged 
that  the  ser\ice  and  etjuipmeiit  of  the  respoudeut  coiiipauy  was  inadequate  and  in- 
sufficient. 

As  a result  of  said  complaints,  the  Commission  secured  the  services  of  Messrs. 
Ford,  i’.acon  iV;  Da\is,  of  New  I'ork,  experts  in  investigations  of  this  character, 
and  instructed  them  to  make  an  exhaustive  investigation  and  report  to  the  Com- 
mission upon  the  completion  of  their  work. 

These  engineers  hied  with  the  Commission  their  report,  a summary  of  which  will 
be  found  in  Appendix  11.  Copies  of  said  report  were  forwarded  to  the  com- 
plainants and  to  the  respondent,  with  the  request  that  they  comment  on  the  same. 

Coniidainants  tnUised  that  they  were  impressed  with  both  the  hndings  and  thor- 
oughness of  the  investigation  and  considered  the  matter  satisfactorily  adjusted  so 
far  as  they  were  concerned. 

ltesi)oiident  company  ad\ised  that  they  had  pnr<'h:(sed  .uOU  ears  of  a new  type, 
which  will  be  placeil  in  seiudce  as  soon  as  conqih  ted  ; that  they  had  inereased  their 
organization  and  secur(  d the  services  of  a recognized  exjiert  in  street  railway 
management  ; had  enlarged  their  power  plant  and  had  undertaken  comprehensive 
l)lans  for  improvement  tilong  all  lines.  With  these  facilities  they  \vill  be  enabled 
to  make  ;i  thorough  and  intelligent  re-routing  and  increase  in  the  number  of  cars 
and  afford  a much  greater  percentage  of  cars  in  congested  districts  during  the  rush 
hours. 

As  this  improvement  in  the  management  and  service  satisfied  the  complaints,  the 
case  was  closed. 


^No^450. 

J.  M.  LITTLE,  et  al.,  vs.  ERIE  RAILROAD  COMPANY. 


Petitioners  reipiitated  tlu'  Respondent  Company  to  provide  better  train  service 
t'l  and  from  Kennard,  and  also  erect  suitable  station  accommodations  for  the  care 
of  passengers  and  freight. 

After  conference  with  the  Respondent,  and  an  investigation  by  a representative  of 
the  Commission,  the  Respondent  Company  advised  the  Commission  of  its  intention 
to  build  the  station  desired  and  to  stop  trains,  thereby  giving  service  as  desired  by 
said  petitioners. 
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No.  456. 


C.  HOV-ZARD  PALMER  vs.  NEW  YORK,  SUSQUEHANNA 
/jND  western  railroad  company,  WILKES-BARRE 
AND  EASTERN  RAILROAD  COMPANY. 


Complainni-.t  al. 'ged  that  be  was  unjustly  diseilminated  against  by  the  respondent 
company  refusing  :o  erect  a switch  or  siding  leading  to  a coal  yard  at  Stroudsburg. 

Respondent  'u  its  answer  advised  that,  owing  to  proposed  yard  improvements 
which  would  b.:  interfered  with  by  tlie  erection  of  this  siding,  they  had  refused  the 
request. 

The  Commission  advised  respondent  that,  while  it  appreciated  the  interference 
which  said  track  would  make  to  said  yard  improvements,  it  could  not  see  how  this 
could  be  allowed  -o  interfere  with  the  construction  of  the  desired  siding  so  long 
as  the  property  reimuned  in  the  ownership  or  control  of  the  complainant,  unless 
there  was  some  actual  physical  impediment  in  the  way  of  the  construction  of  the 

siding,  which  hardly  so.  -m  d possible  in  view  of  the  plans  submitted  by  the  Railroad 
Company. 

ihe  Commission  was  inclined  to  the  view  that  the  reasons  assigned  in  respond- 
ents answer  for  declining  to  make  the  connections  were  hardly  sufficient. 

The  respondent  advised  the  Commission  of  their  intention  to  erect  said  siding, 
and  the  case  was  closed.  ’ 


No.  463. 


CUNNINGHAM  PIANO  COMPANY  vs.  THE  PENNSYLVA 
NIA  RAILROAD  COMPANY. 


^ A petition  was  filed  requesting  the  respondent  Company  to  erect  a switch  or 
siding  into  the  plant  of  ihe  complainant,  located  along  the  main  line  of  the  re- 
spondent company  at  50th  street  and  Rarkside  avenue,  Philadelphia. 

^ The  Commission,  after  a personal  investigation,  advised  the  complainant  that 
It  did  not  seem  that  the  amount  of  business  was  sufficient  to  warrant  the  Com- 
mission asking  the  Railroad  Company  to  trespass  upon  their  yard  room  and  shop 
tracks  for  the  purpose  of  making  the  connection  desired  in  order  to  construct  the 
side  track,  and  they  would  only  feel  warranted  in  doing  this  where  the  amount  of 
business  was  substantial  in  character,  which  did  not  appear  to  be  the  case  with 
the  shipments  or  receipts  that  complainant  made  at  its  factory. 
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No.  498. 


CITIZENS  OF  SUGAR  GROVE,  FREEHOLD  AND  PITTS- 
FIELD, WARREN  COUNTY,  PA.  vs.  ERIE  RAILROAD  COM- 
PANY. 


A iietitioii  was  filed  asking'  for  the  estaldishmeiit  of  passenger  and  freight  facili- 
ties at  I.ottsvilh' , Warren  connty,  on  a hraneh  line  known  as  the  Colninhns  & Erie 
Itranch  of  the  respondent  eoin|)any's  road. 

.\fter  an  investigation  of  all  the  facts,  the  complainant  was  advised  that  the 
movement  involved  interstate  traftic,  and  the  antlmrit.v  of  this  ('ommission  is  con- 
fined sohdy  to  tratlic  within  the  State. 


No.  501. 


RESIDENTS  OF  WASHINGTON  COUNTY  vs.  THE  BALTI- 
MORE AND  OHIO  RAILROAD  COMPANY. 

For  Complainants;  M.  McCl.t fSKFY. 


A petition  was  tiled  asking  for  train  connections  at  Finleyville ; after  hearing 
and  consi<leratiou  of  all  the  facts  the  Commission  filed  the  following  opinion: 

"The  petitioners  in  this  case  ask  that  train  70(1  on  the  respondent’s 
road,  leaving  ^Vheeling,  W.  Va.,  at  10:0.7  A.  M.,  Washington. 
I’enu'a,  at  11:04,  and  due  in  I’ittshurgh  at  12:0.7  P.  M. , be  required 
to  stoi»  at  Finleyville,  Pcnn'a , about  midway  between  Washington  and 
Pittsburgh.  This  demand  comes  tiot  so  much  from  residents  of  the 
neighborhood  of  Finleyville  as  from  residents  of  the  eastern  part  of 
Washington  C(junty,  and  particulaily  from  those  living  at  different 
points  along  the  hanks  cd’  the  Monongahela  river,  who  in  order  to 
gel  to  and  from  the  town  of  Washington,  the  county  seat,  are  com- 
pelled to  use  a Indle.v  line  between  river  points  :uid  Finleyville,  which 
is  their  nearest  railroad  station  for  Washington.  P>y  reason  of  these 
facts  Finleyville,  allhimgh  of  no  considerable  po|iulatioii , is  an  im- 
portant gathering  and  distrihuling  point,  and  there  is  now  no  traiti 
from  Washington  slopping  at  Finle.vvillc  between  !):07  AI.  iind 
.‘1:17  P.  M.  'Prain  TIKI  is  a fast  express  train  making  only  the  Wash- 
in.gton  stop  between  Wheeling  and  Pittsburgh,  hut  at  Finleyville  it 
crosses  on  to  a single  track  and  always  slows  down  in  so  doing.  Since 
it  has  to  slow  down  at  this  iioint  and  the  demand  for  this  ser\ice  is 
So  strong  and  persisteni,  it  appears  to  the  (.’ommission  that  at  least 
a fair  test  t)f  the  volume  of  travel  the  stop  in  question  would  accommo- 
date should  he  mad(“.  If  upon  such  a lest  that  travel  should  ])rove 
inconsiderable,  the  ('ommission  will  entertain  a petition  to  vacate 
the  recommendation  now  made,  tint  a jieriod  of  at  least  thrc(‘  months 
should  tirst  intei-vene.  W(‘,  therefore,  make  the  following 

KECOM.MEXDATIOX. 

"It  is  hereby  recommended  that  respondent’s  train  Xo.  7(1(1,  leaving 
Washin.gtou,  Penn’a,  at  11:(I4  A.  M..  hereafter  stop  at  Finleyville, 
Pcnn’a,  to  discharge  ami  receive  passengers.’’ 
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No.  503. 


AMERICAN  PLATE  GLASS  COMPANY  vs.  THE  PENNSYL 
VANIA  RAILROAD  COMPANY. 

For  ('oiupliiinant:  :\JrLLIX  & WOODS. 

For  Respondent:  W.  I.  SHAFFER. 


(.'oinpiyinant  allea.O  that  a di.seriimna tory  rate  on  srrindin?  sand  was  eharited 
from  Ridgwny  and  Tli(.mp.s(m  to  Kane,  as  <(.mpared  with  the  rate  in  effeet  from 
Kennerdell  to  Ford  City. 

After  the  tiling  of  answer  hy  respondent  in  which  they  denied  that  the  rate  was 
uurwtsouable.  a liearing  was  ordered,  but  before  same  was  held  the  eomplainants 
advised  the  Commission  of  their  inteuriou  to  withdraw  the  eoniplaint  am]  to  dis- 
eoiitimie  the  proceedings  thereon  without  pre.imliee. 


No.  506. 

BOROUGH  OF  AVIS  vs.  NEV/  YORK  CENTRAL  AND  HUD- 
SON RIVER  RAILROAD  COMPANY. 


A petition  was  hied  reiiiiestins'  the  CommKsioii  to  .secttre  tlie  right  for  the  con- 
struction of  an  overhead  I, ridge  aero.ss  the  tiamks  of  the  respondent  company-s 
yards  from  the  town  of  Avis  to  the  shops  of  said  resiiondeiit. 

Ihe  Commission  after  an  inspection  hy  one  of  its  repre.sentati ves  and  after  a 
conference  with  the  complainants,  secured  from  the  respondent  companv  the  ri-dit 

for  complainant  to  erect  said  bridge  under  certain  regulations,  and  tlm  case  was 
closed. 


No.  515. 

JOHNSTOWN  CHAMBER  OF  COMMERCE  vs.  THE  BELT 
TELEPHONE  COMPANY. 


A complaint  yas  made  that  a number  of  subscribers  of  respomlent  companv  in 
Johnstown  were  receiving  service  under  a form  of  contract  which  proiide.l  that  pay- 
ment for  local  seryice  should  be  at  the  rate  of  .ac.  for  each  local  message  seiR 
tvith  no  guarantee  or  fixed  rental  for  sen-i.-e  beyond  this  .-barge,  and  that  re- 
spondent refusfed  to  install  a like  form  of  service  with  complainants 
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The  respondent  advised  the  ( ’oiiimission  lliat  there  were  at  Johnstown  approxi- 
mately 2r>  subscribers  under  tbe  so-called  .be.  payment  plan  contract;  that  these 
contracts  are  terminable  and  respondent  does  not  see  bow  a continuance  of  the  ser- 
vice under  them  can  in  any  way  injure  the  complainant,  but  would  cancel  the 
(••mti'acts  upon  recommendation  of  the  Commission. 

Tlie  Commission  advised  respondent  that  unless  contracts  be  made  with  all  per- 
sons requesting  the  service,  the  present  contracts  should  be  cancelled,  which 
recommeiidation  was  acce])ied  and  the  case  marked  closed. 


No.  516. 

M,  A.  NASH  vs.  EASTERN  PENNSYLVANIA  RAILWAYS 

COMPANY. 


('oinplnint  was  made,  sciting  forth  that  an  inadequate  schedule  was  maintained 
on  the  Coal  Castle  Rraucb  of  respondent  company's  road. 

The  Commission,  after  conference  with  the  respondent,  secured  for  the  com- 
idainant  the  service  desired,  thereby  satisfying  tbe  complaint. 


_No^_519._ 

WALTER  F.  LEEDOM,  et  al.,  vs.  THE  PENNSYLVANIA 

RAILROAD  COMPANY. 


Comtdaint  was  made  regarding  the  proposed  location  of  ijassenger  station  of 
the  respondent  company  at  Rristol. 

Tbe  Commission,  iifter  a i.)ersonal  insiiection  and  conference  with  all  the  parties 
interested,  tiled  the  following  opinion: 


“After  a careful  consideration  of  this  complaint  and  a thorough 
personal  exaniinatien  of  the  locality  by  the  Commission,  the  Com- 
mission is  of  the  opinion  that,  considering  the  probable  future  growth 
of  tbe  town  of  Bristol  as  evidenced  by  the  recent  census  of  its  several 
wards,  the  location  proposed  for  its  station  by  the  respondent  com- 
pany will  better  subserve  the  interests  of  tbe  entire  commiinity  and 
meet  the  demands  of  its  further  growth  than  would  the  location  pro- 
l)osed  b.v  the  complainants. 

“It  is  true  that  the  proposed  location  is  some  distance  from  tbe  pres- 
ent business  district  of  the  borough  and  that  the  approaches  thereto 
are  at  in'esent  in  a very  unsati.sfactory  condition,  being  unlighted 
and  unpaved  and  but  sparsely  built  up,  but  the  improvements  contem- 
plated and,  as  tbe  Commission  understands,  determined  upon  by  the 
borough  authorities  in  that  section  of  the  borough  will  remedy  these 
matters  and  very  possibly  put  those  approaches  in  better  condition  than 
raan,v  other  streets  in  the  town. 

“So  far  as  trolley  facilities  in  that  locality  are  concerned,  since  the 
visit  of  the  Commission  there,  advice  has  been  received  that  at  least 
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tore  there  would  be  a great  denV^d  bo-  n,ia;\-  ^ .Present,  be- 

iu  the  northeastern  part  of  the  town  tluw  nor*'^£w  station  facilities 
demand  be  complied  \vilh  tiie  enn«H’,,£-"  “^.cessitatiug,  should  this 
and  the  niaint e ance  in  th- t b and  additional  station 

hardly  well  be  ?,,sWied  indml  -i  ‘ t,  e 'in'r'"'!''';®’  " 

matter  at  the  time  of  the  inspectio;i  of  the  iocami  b^Tv 

Sion,  such  was  (leemed  to  ho  i ii  mcaiity  oy  tne  t.oiumis- 

,|AS  oZuiJrf  ;f?,  SS"**  H,e  oom- 

.imi  Tz  ve'ioTvrf'’";? 

spoiideut  is  constriietino-  complainants  the  re- 

fer the  same,  hot  with  efe  ei  ci 

proximity  of  ihi  imc'^sar  i of  the  road,  the 

nishing  water  (o  respom.h'mfs  ni,dhe‘Vmvfu”'it'  tVip"^^ 

operation  of  tliese  tanks  wil'  be  n-ndeT-e,]'  r,n  point  -and  toe 

connection  wilii  !he  nol  impos.sible,  in 

the  coinplaiiiaiits.  I.ecause  „f  ihc^peel  ■ U-dii'' 1 

order  to  avail  itself  of  the  u.se  of  tlmse  tanks  aiaintam 

inip;Sncr?JmSnLll:ris“::rn:r  cf  minor 

.iustitied  in  recommeiuliiig-  the  dnange  in 'lb  "Ca  mi  of  tl£''t  r"‘ 
proposed  by  the  compiaiiiaiits.  lo<al.oii  ot  the  stalmn  as 

-file  complaint  is,  therefore,  dismissed.” 
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1^0.  520. 

LEVAN  H.  BREHM  vs.  PHILADELPHIA  AND  READING 

RAILWAY  COMPANY. 


foMli  ‘the  m “t 

..hi 

Oh.  Chf  the,  „||  ethe,  t.eo 

The  respondent  a.lviscd  tlie  Coramis.sion  u.at  a -enei-il  orl-,- 

»'  - x:  -j-i 

1 charged  on  shiiunents  of  milk  and  froam  i e • 

elude  loading  and  niiloadiiig sl  irme,--  , ■ i‘^  * cieam  does  not  in- 
filled cans  at  the  car  ('oor  and  ihi  required  to  place  the 

position  in  the  c!ai£’  the  same  in 

This  has  been  the  rule  of  the  road  from  February  2Gth  1S<)0  and  is  in  r 
at  all  stations.  ’ m in  force 

The  Commission,  after  a conference  with  tlie  representatives  ,.f  H,  ^ , 

secured  for  the  complainant  tlie  assistance  of  the  ao-  ni  i\,  t>'^  /'csp<>iideiit, 

facilitate  the  handliuo-  uf  s'lid  mill'  c-n  > / ‘ ^‘se  of  a truck  to 

nciuuiiu^  ui  sam  milk  cans — it  bo  nt»'  cilin^'ii  tLof  u • • 

to  erect  new  milk  platforms  at  Boiling  Springs.  unpracticable 
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No.  521. 


FRED.  L.  CASTOR  vs.  THE  PENNSYLVANIA  RAILROAD 

COMPANY. 


'^riip  roniplainont  allcsi-d  lliat  lio  chocked  a suit  ease  from  X’ow  Cluii'ch,  Va.. 
oi\  Xovomlicv  T.llh,  to  Fraukford  Station:  that  )i<‘  called  at  .'^ai<l  station  on  the 
k’Otli  and  f(jund  the  ticket  f)tfice  closed;  tliat  on  tlic  21st  lie  sent  tor  said  .suit- 
case and  was  coinin'lled  to  ]ia.v  a storage  cliargc  of  2.")c. 

Kesiioudent  ad\ised  tliat  liaggage  i.s  lield  free  of  storage  (’harges  twenty-four 
hours  after  its  arrival,  e-xcept  if  I'l-ccived  lietween  tlie  liours  of  noon,  Satur- 
day, and  noon,  Sunday,  wlien  it  is  lield  witliout  cliarge  until  noon  iUonday. 
Tills  e.xception  is  made  in  recognition  of  tlie  fact  tliat  .Sunday  i.s  not  a business  day, 
wliii'li  would  make  it  reasnnalile  and  proper  to  liold  liaggage  without  charge  until 
the  Monday  forenoon  following:  that  the  respondent  does  not  consider  it  reason- 
aide  to  retpiirp  that  tin'  baggage  room  be  kept  open  to  the  public  at  all  hours  of 
the  day  Sunday  to  avert  a possible  storage  charge  on  baggage  not  called  for  until 
the  period  of  fr<>e  storage  had  expired  on  Monday;  that  the  baggage  of  the  com- 
plainant arrived  at  Frankford  at  0.21  P.  iSI.  Saturday,  November  Iflth,  and 
could  have  Iieen  secured  at  that  time  hut  was  not  taken  away  until  after  the 
fri'e  allowance  had  expured. 

As  this  answer  seemed  to  the  commission  to  satisfactorily  explain  the  charges, 
the  complainant  was  notified  that  his  case  was  dismissed. 


No.  522. 


W.  H.  COX  & COMPANY  vs.  THE  BALTIMORE  AND  OHIO 

RAILROAD  COMPANY.^ 


Till'  <-omplainant  alleged  that  an  excessive  charge  was  made  for  switching  two 
cars  of  iiitt  posts  from  I'an  , to  P.ruceton.  IVi'st  .Side  Pelt  I.ine  delivery. 

Respondent  advised  that  the  shipment  in  que.stion  moved  from  I'an,  Penn’a, 
^•ia  E.  S.  & M.  S.  Rwy..  to  Youngstown,  Ohio,  thence  on  1*.  & L.  E.  R.  R.  to 
Pittsburgh,  and  were  delivered  by  the  1'.  A:  T>.  E.  R.  R.  to  the  IVest  .Side  Pelt 
R,  R.,  same  having  been  bilk'd,  as  admilted  by  complainant,  to  Pruceton,  Alle- 
gheny county,  Pa.,  AVest  Side  Pelt  delivery;  that  the  shipments  were  for  the 
Pittshiirgh-Buffalo  Oompany,  whosi'  mines  are  reaclu'd  only  by  the  tracks  of  the 
P.  & O.  R.  R.,  and  Hie  .shipments  were  accordingly  delivered  respondent  by  the 
AA’est  Side  Pelt  R.  R,,  and  charge  made  at  the  published  tariff  rate  of  60c.  per 
ton. 

The  complainant  was  advised  that  the  respondent's  answer,  giving  the  routing, 
shows  that  these  cars  passed  out  of  the  .Stale  in  the  course  of  transportation.  All 
such  shipments  are  denominated  interstate  shipments  by  the  Interstate  Commerce 
Commission  and  the  jurisdiction  over  the  same  is  assumed  by  that  Commission, 
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No.  524. 

ROBERT  M.  WILFONG  vs.  THE  PENNSYLVANIA  RAIL- 
ROAD COMPANY. 


Complaint  ma.l,.  alleOng  an  overd.arse  on  shipment  of  a wason  from 

liadnor  to  olt'shuri*'. 

The  Commission,  after  investiuation . advised  the  complainant  that  the  eharc^e 
made  was  m exact  accordance  «ith  the  established  rtttes  of  ch.ssiticatiou  at.d  di^- 
missed  the  case. 


No.  525. 

JOHN  IH.  MILES  vs.  LAKE  SHORE  AND  MICHIGAN  SOUTH 
ERN  RAILWAY  COMPANY. 


A pet.tton  renuestin^  better  passer,,..,-  train  service  front  the  towns  in  the 
we.stern  part  ol  Krte  .-onnty  to  Erie,  was  investi,at.al  by  the  ( 'otnn.ission  ami 
he  complatnants  advis,..l  that,  inasn.nch  as  the  Connnission  was  not  .-onvincal 
that  there  was  a demand  for  the  train  service  aske.l  for  as  would  warrant  it  in 
maxtn,  any  recommendation  to  that  effect,  the  case  was  distnissed. 


No.  526. 

HARVEY  GOURLEY,  et.  al.,  vs.  PHILADELPHIA  AND  READ- 
ING RAILWAY  COMPANY. 


Complainants  allesed  that  they  were  .lenied  the  „.se  of  a pathwav  on  the  ri,ht-.rf- 
o the  respondent  .-ompany’s  road  in  approaching  the  Oak  Lane  .Station  ami 

T ' pathway  opetnal.  inasnt.tch  as  a simn'lr 

Ita  tttaj  was  ,„a,nta,m.,l  on  the  w.^st-si.l,.  of  sai.l  .Station  in  what  is  known  in 
the  community  as  Oak  Lan.\ 

After  taking  testitnony  an.l  making  an  inv..stigation . the  Commission  tihal  the  fol- 
lowing .liuiiion: 


“In  this  |iroci»(‘din'g  Mr.  II 
others.  se"ks  |o  .-(jnipel  the 
pally  to  maintain  a oalhway 
i'OS(.  to  Ihe  new  Oak  I.am^ 
sylvania. 


a';y'k''  <'<-iiiley,  in  behalf  of  hiniself  and 
1 hila.l.'hihia  A'  Keading  Railway  Oom- 
on  its  right  <d‘  way  hm.ling  from  Mel- 
Statton  in  .Montgomery  county.  Penn- 
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"The  grounds  upon  which  this  end  are  sought  are,  First:  That 
such  a pathway  had  been  used  by  patrons  of  the  road  for  many  years 
prior  to  tlie  erection  of  this  new  station;  Second;  That  a patlnvay 
similar  to  tliat  asked  for  is  now'  maintained  liy  the  respondent  on 
the  west  side  of  saul  station  in  what  is  know'n  as  the  community  of 
t )ak  i..aue ; and,  Tliird;  That  such  a pathway  would  considerably 
sliorten  ihe  distance  tlie  pedestrian  patrons  of  the  road  would  have 
to  trai’cl  in  going  to  said  station  from  tlie  INfelrose  community. 

"The  information  obtained  by  the  Commission  is  to  the  effect 
that  altliough  sucii  a patliway  may  have  been  used  for  a number 
of  years,  tliat  it  was  not  so  used  for  a sufficient  length  of  time  to  give 
tlie  public  any  riglit  tlierein  ; in  otlier  words,  tliat  the  public  obtained 
no  prescriptive  right  to  tlie  same,  such  having  been  the  determina- 
tion of  one  the  Common  ITeas  Courts  of  i’hiladelphia  in  a proceed- 
ing between  the  same  parties  in  wiiidi  that  question  was  one  of  the 
issues.  That  such  a patliway  is  iiiuiiiLained  in  tlie  Oak  i^ane  portion 
of  that  community  is  in  and  of  itself  no  sufficient  reason  for  asking 
that  a similar  patliway  be  inaintained  in  tlie  Melrose  section;  and 
in  addition  to  tliat,  it  appears  from  riie  papers  before  us  including  a 
map  of  the  localit.i  , as  well  as  was  deterniiiied  liy  an  inspecuon  of 
the  ground  made  by  reprc.scntatives  of  the  Commission,  that  the  detour 
required  by  the  public  highways  in  the  < )ak  J.,ane  section  in  order  that 
liatrons  of  the  road  from  that  portion  of  the  community  may  reach 
the  respondent's  station,  is  much  greater  and  more  circuitous  than 
it  is  in  tlie  iMelrose  section.  In  the  fitelrose  section  there  is  at 
present  a liighway  leading  to  the  station  which,  while  though  not  ab- 
solutely straight  and  direct,  is  yet  quite  reasonably  so  and  tlie  actual 
distance  that  would  be  saved  by  tlie  pathway  in  question  over  this 
liighway  would  be  only  about  four  iiuudred  feet. 

".Sucli  being  the  situation  about  this  station,  it  strikes  tlie  Com- 
mission tliat  a very  bad  precedent  would  be  established  by  holding 
that,  wliere  a saving  in  distani-e  of  no  more  tlian  the  number  of 
feet  above  mentioned  can  be  obtained  by  a more  direct  route  to  a 
railway  station,  over  property  owned  or  controlled  by  the  railway 
company,  it  is  encumbent  upon  sucli  companies  to  provide  sucli  ap- 
proach, or,  in  other  words,  that  a railroad  company  shall  dedicate  to 
public  use  for  approaclies  to  its  station  a portion  of  its  right  of  way 
which  it  has  obtained  for  operation  of  its  lines  simply  in  order  to 
give  the  public  the  benelit  of  four  liundred  feet  in  distance  in  reacli- 
ing  sucli  station.  The  question  presented  would  be  entirely  different 
if  tlie  only  highway  route  to  tlie  station  in  question  were  unreason- 
ably circuitous  and  it  were  witliiu  the  power  of  the  railroad  com- 
pany, on  property  owned  or  controlled  by  it,  to  provide  a safe  or 
more  direct  route ; but  such  is  nut  this  case. 

“Melrose  is  just  across  the  line  from  the  city  of  Philadelphia. 
The  highway  tliere  leading  to  the  slatiou  was  rebuilt,  at  least  in  part, 
liy  the  respondent  company  and  is  a well  graded  highw'ay  with  con- 
crete sidewalks  and  well  lighted,  and  the  saving  in  distance  which  would 
be  effected  by  the  use  of  tlie  pathway  as  above  stated,  is  less  than 
that  of  a block  in  the  adjoining  city. 

"Under  all  the  circumstances,  therefore,  the  Commission  concludes 
that  the  petition  of  Mr.  (iourley  should  be  denied.” 


No.  527. 

CITIZENS  OF  MIDDLETOV/N  vs.  CENTRAL  PENNSYLVA- 
NIA TRACTION  COMPANY. 


Comiilaint  was  made  regarding  siu'vice  afforded  between  Harrisburg  and  Middle- 
town,  asking  for  the  restoration  of  the  twenty-minute  .scliedule. 

Respondent  advised  that  the  twenty-minute  service  was  no\v  lieing  operated  and 
w'ould  be  continued  if  the  travel  warranted.  Also,  that  a conference  had  been 
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iiques-nd  with  the  Superintendent  of  the  Departments  of  the  Pennsylvania  Steel 
Company,  at  which  works  complainant  is  employed,  with  a view  of  re-arranging 
the  schedules. 

Copy  of  said  answer  was  sent  to  complainant  with  the  ad\ice  that  he  take  the 
matter  up  with  the  Superintendent  of  his  Department. 

Case  closed. 


ITo.  528. 

ELK  TANNING  COMPA.NY  vs.  THE  PENNSYLVANIA  RAIL- 
ROAD COMPANY. 


Complainant  alleged  that  an  overcharge  was  made  for  transportation  on  a ship- 
ment of  115  cars  of  coal  from  Tyler,  Coalville  and  Weedville  to  Instanter  and 
Vilcox;  that  Ridgway  is  on  the  line  between  the  three  stations  named,  to  wit; 
lyler,  Coalville  and  Weedville  and  the  sttitions  of  Instanter  and  Weedville ; that 
a late  from  Tyler,  Coalville  and  1\  eedville  to  Ridgway  was  55c.  per  ton  while 
the  late  fiom  these  three  points  to  Instanter  and  Wilcox  was  from  75c.  to  SI. 05 
tier  ton;  protest  was  made  to  the  respondent  company  that  these  rates  were  exor- 
bitant, atter  which  rates  were  made  effective  to  Instanter  of  0,5c.  and  to  Wilcox 
ot  Oilc.  1 er  gross  ton.  The  complainant  requested  au  adjustment  of  overcharge, 
l.ased  upon  the  revised  rates,  and  claimed  a refund  on  115  cars  to  the  amount" of 
.'f5S3T.4'.t. 


As  the  respondent  admitted  tliat  the 
existing,  were  unreasonable  and  excessive 


charges,  uinler  the  circumstances  then 
the  Commission  approved  the  refund. 


No.  529. 


FRANK  FROELICH  vs.  T?IE  BALTIMORE  AND  OHIO  RAIL- 
ROAD COMPANY. 


The  complainant  alleged  insttflicient  passenger  train  service  on  the  Johnstown 
and  Berlin  Branches  of  the  respondent  Company’s  road. 

An  investigation  by  the  Commission  developed  the  fact  that  the  said  branches 
were  single  track  and  subject  to  h.eavy  freight  traffic,  which  made  unavoidable 
delays  in  the  passenger  service.  The  respondent,  however,  signified  their  in- 
tention to  make  every  effort  to  avoid  a recurrence  of  these  delays,  and  the  case 
was  marked  closed. 
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No.  530. 


L.  G.  WAID  vs.  PITTSBURGH  AND  LAKE  ERIE  RAILROAD 

COMPANY. 


Complainant  [tetitionert  for  the  stopping  of  Train  No.  2o  at  Woodlavvn  on  the 
line  of  the  respondent  eompanyhs  road. 

The  respondent,  in  answer,  advised  tliat  said  Train  No.  21;!  is  a limited  train 
Ijctween  Pittsburgh  and  Cleveland  and  does  not  make  local  stops  at  any  point 
along  the  line,  and  it  would  he  iinpossilile  to  make  this  schedule  if  it  did  so.  Local 
trains  lioth  before  and  after  tlie  passage  of  this  train  afford  ample  service  in  the 
direction  desired;  that  Train  No.  11,  wliich  is  due  in  Woodlawn  about  45  minutes 
ahead  of  Train  No.  21!,  is  run  foi-  tlie  (‘.\iii(‘ss  i)uri)ose  of  taking  care  of  the  local 
tiusiness  in  that  district. 

■\s  <omidainant  failed  to  tile  a replication  to  the  answer  of  respondent,  the  case 
was  closed. 


No.  531. 

M.  C.  IHLSENG  vs.  ADAMS  EXPRESS  COMPANY. 


Complaint  was  made  regarding  train  connections  from  Pittsburg  to  Blairsville 
Intersection,  on  the  main  line  of  the  Pennsyhania  Railroad,  cavisiiig  delay  in 
delivering  perishable  e.xpress  matter  to  itoints  on  the  Conemaugh  Division. 

The  respondent  advist'd  the  Comniission  that  every  possible  effort  would  be 
made  to  handle  perishaltle  consignments  on  such  trains  as  would  make  connection 
at  Blairsville  Intersection. 

As  this  satisfied  the  complaint  the  case  was  closed. 


No.  532. 


STOCKTON  W.  JONES  vs.  PHILADELPHIA  RAPID  TRAN- 
SIT COMPANY. 


Complainant  alleged  that  the  sm-vice  between  Doylestown  and  Willow  Grove 
was  unsatisfactory,  so  far  as  schedule  was  concerned,  and  that  the  cars,  which 
are  equipped  with  revolving  chairs,  are  never  heated  in  cold  weather. 


No.  L’8, 


i*i;nnsvi.\'ani.v  st.vtk  it.uutoAn  (.'<.)M.mis8[o\.  m 

Aftei  an  iii.specl ion  liy  llio  Coniinission  tlic  <‘oni|ilainant  wa.s  advi.se<l  that  liis 
complaint  was  without  misonablc  foiindalion  ; the  schedule  furnished  verj-  good 
accommodations;  that  the  cars  contained  electric  heaters  and  were  vestibuled  ; that 
the  station  facilities  at  \\  illow  Cirove  are  exci'ptioually  adeiiuate  and  that  the  en- 
tire line  was  well  managed. 


No.  533. 

CITIZENS  OF  ULYSSES,  PENNSYLVANIA  vs.  NEV/  YORK 
CENTRAL  AND  HUDSON  RIVER  RAILROAD  COM- 
PANY. 


-A  petition  was  filed,  setting  forth  that  the  station  facilities  at  Tdys.ses,  on 
the  line  of  resiwndent's  road,  were  inadequate  anil  insutiicicnt  for  the  accom- 
modation of  freight  and  the  travcdliiig  public  in  general. 

The  respondent  iidvi.sed  the  ('ommission  that  new  accommodations  would  he  pro- 
vided at  this,  point,  and  as  this  satisfied  the  petitioners  tlic  complaint  was  closed. 


^0.  534  & No.  535. 

JOHNSTOWN  TELEPHONE  COMPANY,  PETROLEUM 
TELEPHONE  COMPANY  vs.  THE  BELL  TELEPHONE 
COMPANY. 


APPEARA.NCES : For  Complainants:  PETEK  M.  SPEEK,  Esq. 

For  Respondent:  SPRIXCER  II.  MOORE,  Esq., 

.VDDISON  CANDOR,  Esip 


Complaint  was  tiled,  alleging  discrimination  in  granting  a period  of  free  service 
to  new  subscribers. 

The  Commission,  after  a full  hearing  filed  the  following: 


Ol'INION  AND  RECO.AIMENDATIOX. 

"The  sole  question  for  determination  in  these  cases,  iiracticallv 
the  same  in  their  facts,  is  whether  the  practice  pursued  hv  the  re- 
spondent company  Iroin  time  to  time  for  limited  periods  in  the  terri- 
tories served  also  by  the  complainant  companies  and  elsewhere  is 
illepil  or  unlawfully  discriminatory.  Necessarilv  it  must  be  clearly 
understood  just  what  the  practice  complained  of  is  before  any  con- 
clusion as  to  Its  character  can  la*  reached. 

"This  practice,  then,_is  to,  from  time  to  time,  and  in  selected  terri- 
tory, push  a cam-ass  for  additional  subscribers,  and  to  offer  as  an 
inducement  hfteon  months  or  longer  service  for  the  price  or  colisidc 
tion  charged  its  present  subscribers  for  om*  year's  service, 
calls  this  a trial  ser\  ice  ; the  l•onlplninanls  denominate 
nation  in  rates.  Which,  if  either,  is  correct'/ 

8 


-ra- 

Respondent 
it  as  discriini- 
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“In  the  first  place,  these  so-called  trial  service  terms  are  not  in 
force  all  the  time  in  any  locality,  nor  as  yet  have  they  been  offered 
at  all  in  most  localities.  They  are  only  given  in  chosen  places  at  par- 
ticular periods  and  for  a limited  time,  but  repeated  in  some  places 
after  greater  or  less  intervals  at  the  will  of  respondent.  During  the 
periods  of  such  canvassing  the  rule  is  that  the  same  terms  are  offered 
to  all  non-subscribers,  but  in  one  instance  at  least  it  appears  that  an 
applicant  for  a 'phone  was  not  advised  of  these  terms,  then  being 
offered  in  his  locality,  and  the  contract  was  written  up  for  him  at  the 
rate  then  in  effect  for  old  subscribers.  The  endeavor  was  made  to 
justify  this  on  the  ground  that  the  applicant  was  only  temporarily 
located  there,  but  the  testimony  relative  to  the  transaction  was  not 
very  satisfactory.  The  same  may  be  said  as  to  the  instance  in  Johns- 
town where  it  is  alleged  a business  telephone  was  contracted  for  at 
residence  rates,  ^^'e  prefer,  however,  to  base  our  conclusions  on  the 
admitted  character  of  the  practice,  rather  than  upon  any  isolated 
case  of  disputed  conditions ; and  particularly  since  the  complaints 
do  not  embrace  any  such  allegations. 

"The  offer  is  maile  not  only  to  persons  having  no  telephone  service 
at  all , but  also  to  subscribers  for  such  service  on  other  and  competing 
lines  : and  that  is  wluit  prompted  these  complaints. 

“The  contracts  are  drawn  in  the  usual  form,  but  with  a marginal 
note  to  the  eft'ect  that  payment  is  not  to  begin  until  a later  specified 
date.  The  space  for  this  later  date  is  left  blank  on  the  form  and  in- 
serted when  the  contract  is  written  ui).  According  to  the  time  when 
the  coniraets  are  actually  entered  into  there  are  variations  of  days 
and  weeks  in  the  iicriods  to  elapse  before  payment  begins.  Thus 
one  person  has  use  of  his  telephone  for  three  months  and  several 
weeks  before  he  begins  to  pay,  while  another,  making  his  contract 
later,  has  but  three  mouths  or  less  of  such  service;  for  the  canvass- 
ing, in  these  cases  at  least,  was  prosecuted  during  December  and 
the  payment  period  uniformly  began  the  first  of  the  following  April. 
No  one  is  given  any  period  of  service  without  payment,  however, 
unless  he  first  contracts  for  the  service  for  at  least  one  year  from  the 
date  payment  is  to  begin.  There  is,  therefore,  really  no  absolutely 
free  service,  for  what  is  so  called  is  wholly  dependent  upon  and  coupled 
with  the  subsequent  year's  contract. 

“No  distinction  is  made  between  piu'sons  having  no  telephone  and 
those  having  one  of  the  competing  line,  nor  even  between  persons  never 
having  been  subscribers  of  the  respondent  and  those  having  theretofore 
experieiiceil  its  service  as  subscribers  in  that  locality  or  elsewhere. 

“While  the  practice  has  been  thus  far  to  give  not  exceeding  some- 
thing less  than  four  months  so-called  free  service,  the  principle  in- 
volved bjf  the  contention  of  the  respondent  would  not  prescribe  any 
limit  short  of  what  the  respondent  might  regard  as  advisable  in  any 
particular  case  at  any  particular  time.  The  whole  purpose  is  to  get 
business,  so  that  what  free  service  might  at  any  time  be  regarded  by 
the  respondent  as  necessary  and  advisable  in  order  to  attain  that 
end,  it  claims  to  be  at  liberty  to  give. 

“Respondent  admits  that  at  one  time  it  gave  an  absolutely  free 
trial  service  for  a limited  period  in  different  localities,  without  any 
obligation  on  the  part  of  the  person  to  subsequently  contract  for  a 
stipulated  period,  but  that  this  course  was  not  satisfactory.  The 
natural  inference  is  that  such  absolutely  free  service  did  not  induce 
subsequent  contracts  in  sufficient  number.  I'y  the  present  method 
it  is  assured  of  at  least  a year's  contract  in  every  case. 

“The  respondent’s  contention  that  the  free  period  is  a trial  service 
and  educational  measure  is  negatived  by  the  facts  that  this  service 
is  coupled  with  an  absolute  contract  for  a year,  that  it  is  given  to 
patrons  of  competitive  lines  who  have  had  experience  of  similar  ser- 
vice, and  that  it  is  given  to  persons  who  formerly  in  the  same  locality 
or  elsewhere  were  patrons  of  its  own  service  and,  consequently,  ex- 
perienced in  both  the  use  of  the  telephone  and  in  the  service  rendered 
by  respondent's  line. 

“Reduced  to  its  last  analysis  this  practice  of  the  respondent  amounts 
simply  to  giving  reduced  rates  to  increase  its  business.  And  it  does  this 
not  only  in  the  initial  work  of  new  exchanges  and  for  quick  develop- 
ment, and  not  onlj'  once  in  any  locality,  but  repeats  the  practice 
from  time  to  time  in  certain  localities,  and  that  years  after  the 
installation  of  those  exchanges. 

“It  is  only  during  the  seasons  of  special  canvassing  fhat  these 
reduced  terms  are  given.  At  all  other  periods  the  standard  terms 
only  are  in  effect.  And.  as  stated,  the  special  terms  do  not  appear 
to  have  been  consistently  offered  from  the  beginning  at  even  irre- 
gular intervals  in  any  locality,  nor  ever  to  have  been  given  in  most 
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places;  so  that  it  cauuot  be  eouleiided  that  all  its  subscribeis,  even 
in  any  particular  place,  have  had  the  berietit  or  the  opportunity  of 
the  beiieht  of  the  same  terms. 

"The  respuuue'ut  contends  that  the  public  is  beuetited  rather  than 
injured  by  Us  practice,  both  ticcause  of  the  reduced  races  it  affords 
and  the  increase  in  service  me  success  of  its  practice  gives  its  old 
subscribers  by  the  multiplication  of  their  axailable  calls — the  increased 
number  of  persons  brought  within  their  reach.  There  is  some  truth 
in  this,  but  it  leaves  entirely  out  ot  view  all  of  tlie  public  except 
its  own  subscribeis,  ohl  and  new,  and  regards  neiiher  its  competitors 
nor  the  competitor’s  subscribers,  botu  of  whom  are  of  the  public  nor 
does  it  regard  its  own  subscribers  wlio  have  never  had  advantage  of 
such  reduced  rates,  and  are  at  the  same  time  paying  the  standard 
rate,  and  who  may  have  no  occasion  to  avail  themselves  of  any  en- 
larged or  increased  facilities,  ilie  cumpe.ilors  of  tlie  respoudent  in 
these  cases  have  lust  suusciiuers  b^-  tins  uiettiou,  and  botu  mey  and 
their  patrons — the  latter  in  the  restricted  service  thus  occasioned 

them are  thereby  mjureu.  f or  if  the  aiulition  or  a new  suoscriuer 

IS  any  advantage  to  all  the  old  ones,  it  must  loilow  that  the  loss  of 
a subscriber  is  an  injury  to  the  remaining  ones. 

"Suppose  a railroau  company  should  propose  to  a patron  of  a com- 
petitive line  that  if  he  would  patronize  that  company  instead,  or  even 
divide  with  it  his  patronage,  it  would  give  him  reduceU  rates  for  a 
definite  period,  would  not  that  be  discrimination’/  if  such  a proposi- 
tion were  matle  to  a manufacturer  for  the  trausportatiou  of  Ins  pro- 
duct it  might  even  be  alleged  that  the  public  vvoulU  be  beueiited  there- 
by, on  the  ground  that  the  etlect  of  such  an  arrangement  would  be  to 
e.xtend  the  market  for  the  product,  and  also  retluce  the  price  of 
such  product  to  the  consumer.  Eut  would  that  change  the  character 
of  the  transaction.'  Or  suppose  such  company  should  say  to  one 
who  persisted  in  using  his  old  one-horse  chaise,  or  preferred  his  new 
automobile,  that  if  he  would  ride  on  its  tram  for  a staled  period  lie 
would  be  carried  free  fur  a period  of  ihree  months,  would  that  not  be 
discrimination.'  Is  there  any  substantial  diiference  in  principle 
between  these  suppositious  cases  and  those  before  us’.'  The  end  in 
view  IS  the  same  in  all,  the  method  pursued  is  the  same:  and,  while 
the  respective  enects  may  vary  somewhat,  the  principles  involved 
are  ihe  same,  in  all  the  cases  it  is  a public  service  corporation 
giving  service  of  the  same  character  to  some  at  a price  which  it  is  at 
the  same  time  deuj’ing  to  others  at  the  same  point. 

. "Eut,  it  is  argued  that  ihe  effects  are  Nl.)T  the  same — (hat  in  the 
case  before  us  the  public  is  beuetited  and  not  injured,  is  this  tlie 
case'.'  \V  e have  seen  already  that  part  of  the  public  IS  injured — the 
competitor  and  its  pairous— -and  in  these  particular  cases,  at  least,  if 
we  stop  to  measure  the  relative  public  interest  in  them,  it  appears  that 
the  complainants  and  their  patrons  constitute  ihe  greater  part  of  the 
public  in  their  respective  localities — that  the  patrons  of  the  com- 
lilainants  e.vceed  in  number  those  of  the  respondent.  And  even  then 
we  leave  out  of  consideration  what  may  be  the  possible  ultimate  eifect 
of  this  practice  on  the  complainants  ihemselves,  and  the  resnltant 
consequence  to  their  patrons  as  a body  and  to  the  public  generally  in 
those  localities ; for  the  seal  of  approval  of  the  practice  in  question 
might  result  in  ihe  tinancial  embarrassment  of  the  complainants  and 
in  their  withdrawal  from  those  fields,  and  in  the  total  destriicauu  of 
competition  at  those  points  with  whatever  effect  that  may  occasion 
the  telephone  service  there. 

“The  plea  of  the  respondent  that  preparatory  to  the  establishment 
of  an  exchange  a careful  survey  cf  the  hold  is  made  to  ascertain  its 
probable  and  possible  demands  for  service,  that  the  plant  is  then  de- 
signed to  meet  such  demands,  and  that  to  warrant  the  necessary  ex- 
pense and  recompense  the  company  for  such  outlay  a quick  dev'elop- 
ment  of  the  territory  is  required  and  can  best  be  secured  by  the 
practice  in  question,  may  all  be  conceded,  but  that  neither  justifies 
nor  legalizes  the  method  of  development  pursued.  If  that  method  is 
wrong  it  must  be  abandoned,  even  though  the  development  of  the 
territory  be  retarded  in  consequence.  l>ut  in  the  present  cases  the 
period  for  speedy  initial  development  has  long  since  passed,  while 
the  questionable  method  is  still  intermittingly  pursued. 

"And  the  argument  that  the  public  is  not  injured  and  has  no  interest 
in  these  cases  because  the  complaints  are  confined  to  competitors  of 
the  respondent  is  without  force  if  in  reality  the  public  is  injured 
although  not  complaining,  and  if  the  practice  is  unlawful. 

"Nor  does  it  follow  that  the  cost  of  service  to  the  company  is  re- 
duced by  increasing  the  number  of  its  patrons,  and,  consequently, 
that  such  increase  tends  to  a reduction  of  its  charges  to  its  patrons 
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for  il  i.s  .stoutly  coiitcuclcd,  if  not  authoritatively  declai'cd , that  an 
increase  in  subscribers  increases  the  cost  of  the  service  for  each  sub- 
scriber. Thus  the  cost  lo  tlie  company  for  the  sei'vice  to,  say,  one 
huudreil  subscribers  may,  for  e.xamiile,  be  one  thousand  dollars  per 
annum,  or  teu  doliars  fur  each  subscriber,  while  if  the  uumber  be  m- 
crcasi'U  to  two  hundred  the  cost  to  the  company  wili  be,  say,  twenty- 
four  hundrcil  dollars  or  twelve  dollars  each,  in  this  way  the  net 
re.  urn  is  greater  not  withstanding'  the  increased  cost  per  patron,  and 
the  pecuniary  benefit  in  an  increase  of  subscribers  is  not  sought  pri- 
inarily  or  clnelly  fur  the  patrons  but  for  the  company. 

■■'file  conclusion  of  the  (,'omniissioii  is,  therefore,  that  the  practice 
in  duestioii  IS  illegal  tuid  unlawfully  descrimiuatory , aiul  it  now 
makes  the  following 


UE(  'UM.UE.XDATIOX 

"It  is  hereby  declared  that  the  practice  of  the  respondent  in  gixiug 
certain  periods  of  free  telephone  service  in  consideration  of  contracts 
for  a longer  period  of  service  at  the  standard  rates  is  illegal  and 
unlawfully  discriminatory,  and  it  is,  iherefore,  hereby  recommended 
that  said  practice  be  forthwith  discoiitiiiued  and  aboudoiieil,  not  only 
in  .lohnstown  and  Oil  f'ily,  where  the  complaints  originated,  but 
lliroiighout  the  ( 'oinnioiiw  ealth  of  i’ennsyl va nia.” 


No.  536. 


J.  N.  GLOVER  vs.  ADAMS  EXPRESS  COMPANY. 


Complaint  was  made  regarding  tlie  rate  charged  by  the  respondent  company  for 
the  shipment  of  ;i  uH-pound  can  of  milk  from  Vicksburg  to  Lewisburg. 

The  comidainant  was  advised  that  the  facts  sulimitted  did  not  prove  that  the 
charges  complained  of  were  unreasonable  nor  were  they  suliicient  to  enable  the 
Commission  to  reach  a conclusion  and  to  afford  complainant  a hearing  if  desired. 
The  cas(>  was,  therefore,  dismissed. 


No.  537. 


EMPLOYEES  OF  UNITED  STATES  NAVY  YARD  vs.  PHILA- 
DELPHIA RAPID  TRANSIT  COMPANY. 


.V  petition  was  filed,  alleging  thal  the  service  rendered  by  the  respondent  com- 
pany from  iioints  in  the  city  of  Thiladelphia  to  the  United  States  Navy  Yard  was 
insufficient. 

The  respondent  in  answer  advised  the  Commission  that  it  had  restored  the  for- 
mer schedtile,  wdiich  had  been  abandoned  six  months  prerious,  and  as  this  satis- 
fied the  complainants  the  case  was  marked  closed. 


No.  28. 


PENNSYL\AMA  STATE  UAIEUOAD  COMM  ISS  K„»X. 


1 1.5 


No.  538. 

RESIDENTS  OF  FAIRVIEW  TOWNSHIP  vs.  NORTHERN 
CENTRAL  RAILWAY  COMPANY. 


A petition  \\as  tiled  ask'iii,a'  for  llie  ei-ecticiii  of  a.  .siiilalde  |iasseu,acr  station  at 
■Marsli  ]{uii  on  the  line  of  the  resiiondcnt  <oin|}an\'. 

After  the  filin;;'  of  answei-  l)y  tlie  respondent  eoinpany,  rc’plication  thendo  l)y 
the  eomplaiuant,  llie  respondent  advised  that  instruct  ions  ha<l  been  issued  for  the 
fnrnisliin.i;'  of  reasonable  st;ition  facilities  at  iMarsh  Knn. 

Case  closed. 


No^539. 

W.  B.  SKINKLE  vs.  PITTSBURG  AND  LAKE  ERIE  RAIL- 
ROAD COMPANY. 


A complaint  was  made,  allegins'  that  the  station  and  approaches  thereto,  at 
Woodlawn,  were  daiigterons. 

The  respondent  advised  the  Commission  that  a new  station  was  being  con- 
structed below  track  levels,  with  subway  ttpproacb  for  teams  and  foot  passen- 
gers, and  as  this  satisfied  the  complaint,  the  case  was  closed. 


No.  540. 

H.  M.  FRY  vs.  READING  TRANSIT  COMPANY. 


Complaint  was  made  regardin.g  the  refusal  of  the  ivspondent  to  issue  trans- 
fers from  one  side  of  the  biddge  at  Pmin  Slivei,  Peading,  to  the  other  side 
owin.g  to  the  unsafe  condition  of  the  bri,lge.  thendiy  preventing  the  <p, oration  of 
the  cars  thereon. 

Ihe  respondent  comiiany  ailvised  the  Comniission  that  the  refusal  to  issue 
transfers  was  owing  to  the  abruptness  of  the  withdrawal  of  car  service  over  the 
bridge  and  that  they  were  without  proper  transfers  to  fit  the  situation,  but  that 
tiansfers  suited  for  the  luirpose  had  been  received  and  were  being  issued, 

As  this  satisfied  the  complainant,  the  case  was  marked  closed. 
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No.  541. 

PECK  LUMBER  MANUFACTURING  COMPANY  vs.  LEHIGH 
VALLEY  RAILROAD  COMPANY. 


Complainant  alleged  that  an  exorbitant  rate  was  charged  for  the  switching  of 
a car  loaded  with  bailed  shavings  from  the  Delaware  and  Hudson  Janes  to  the 
Lehigh  Ihilley  lanes  in  Wilkes-Barre. 

The  respondent  advised  the  charge  was  in  accord  with  that  made  in  similar 
cases,  at  other  points,  where  a conned ing  line,  having  the  long  haul  transpor- 
tation, is  given  the  use  of  terminals  in  delivering  property,  and  is  also  in  accord 
with  published  tariff. 

Hearing  was  arranged,  but  as  complainant  declined  to  further  prosecute  case, 
the  same  was  closed. 


No.  542. 


ELTON  J.  BUCKLEY  vs.  THE  PENNSYLVANIA  RAILROAD 

COMPANY. 


Complaint  was  made  regarding  insufficient  lighting  of  cars  upon  the  German- 
town and  Chestnut  Hill  Branch  of  respondent’s  road. 

Respondent  advised  the  Commission  that  steps  were  being  taken  to  improve 
the  condition  complained  of.  As  this  satisfied  the  complaint,  it  was  closed. 
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Summary  and  Classification  of  Reports  of  Accidents  on  Railroads 
and  Street  Railways  for  the  year  ending  December  31,  1911. 
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Pas.senger.s,  

10 

9.84 

2,0.56 

•54.79 

2,075 

.52.60 

I’respa.s.sers,  

26 

13.47 

74 

1.97 

lOO 

2.. 5.3 

Otliers,  

1.3.5 

60.0.7 

1 ,444 

.38.50 

1,579 
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3.91.5 
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Total  accidents,  9,563. 


REPOltT  OF  ACCIDENTS  ON  STK 


No.  28. 


PENNSYLVANIA  STATE  RAILROAD  COMMISSION, 


121 


bn 

C3 

a 


O 

c-i 


72 


Qi 

K 


P5 

O 


72 


eg  ^ tH-  <;d  to  « Cv  CO  o CO  o-j 
00  P'  Xh-  CO  iO  f~  O lO  O C3 

o 

O r-H  CO  fH  Clt— (COOoOOcO 

^ rH  eg 

1 

•••oeot~<<oC3 
OOOIOOO  >COr-(i— (i>io 

g 

1— (Cgcg  C'lrH  I'^J'iCCOifOC'i 

g 

1 ' 

1 

^^S'^^coccioioocscgo 
ocoLQcoi^Ci'OCtcotHioco 
eg  CO  X-  CO  £h»  oi 

I eg  1 
I1‘2 

co’ 

d'^'*J<rH-*t»(M  iC:iOCOi— (lO 

CO 

C3 

1 -t<  O 1 -r  1-  1 Of  1 ■;  .-1  r-(  CT' 

■ eg  1—1  1 1—  1 01  O'  Qj  rH 

M* 

If 

1 T-H  < ICO  ' ■t-'  iQO'^COi— ( 

■ ' II  1 — 1 ,_<  CO' 

1 ; i ; ; ; 

-t 

1' 

rp  SS  ^ '0  ^ Rti  o 00 

g oj  cc  ...  1..  .o  gj  ® 05 

coi 

>c 

o 

eg 

■^'^CjOCOCOC'lOil'-COOJCOC'l 

r:  o 


>•!.  - 
(ii  :S  Q <i. 


ui  a 

os  c 9 - 

C P 
T3  *-<  fc-  ^ u. 

— +-  -1  D 


. : o 


— — 13 

'3  c g t-.  ^ 

--  ° 

CO  S'SZ!  o P o.= 

.o  a 2t:  9^0  E 

-aA=:.g2S  S~^ 

: c af:  o Yi  ^ 


b c 


? C3  C 


J2  vv 

^ c b 
'■•'2  C r'  P O o 

t.  sii a 

ijj  O 

^ a *=^ 



Oi,P>o'o«’o 

^ c ft  o o ;:.  0,  ;■ 


C ui 


o 

Eh 


d p 
>-: 


ANNUAL  RErORT  OP  THE 


Off.  Doc. 


122 


COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  ACCIDENTS  ON  RAILROADS.  YEAR  1911. 


1910. 

1911. 

Decrease. 

Increase. 

K. 

I. 

K. 

I. 

K. 

E 

K. 

r. 

4o7 

8,0(J8 

064 

6.702 

7S 

i,;i06 

Passengers,  

2(i 

'908 

IS 

8.58 

Vi 

.50 

(1.51 

.ja> 

66 

54 

1:27 

400 

96 

304 

31 

96 

Total  - 

1,17? 

9,9(17 

1,114 

8,449 

117 

1,.518 

54 

Killed— Di'crease,  (13. 

Ill  j ured — Deeiease , 1 , 518. 


('uMPAR.VnVE  STATKMENT  OF  ACCIDENTS  ON  STREET  RAILWAYS.  YEAR  1911. 


1911. 

Decrease. 

Increase. 

K. 

1. 

K. 

I. 

K. 

(. 

K. 

I. 

.16 

18 

27 

23-2 
3, 151 
148 
1,.5&5 

13 

19 

20 
135 

178 

2,0.50 

74 

1,444 

3 

I 

54 

9t5 

74 

141 

Passengers,  

1 

9 

'Total,  - ---  - 

187 

4,110 

193 

3,752 

4 

364 

10 

Killed — Increase,  tl. 
Injured -Decrease,  304. 


S'l'A'I'EYIENT  OF  FATALITIES  AND  IN.IURIES  TO  EMPLOYES  OF  RAILROADS  SHOWING 
COMPARATIVE  HAZ.IRDS  OF  VARIOUS  OCCUPATIONS. 

FOR  YEAR  ENDING  DECEMP>ER  31,  1911. 


Brakceinen 

.Sectioniiieii  and  wurk  tiaiii  employes, 

I'onductors,  

'I'raek  walki‘r.<_ 

Engirieer.s  

Yard  crews,  

Firemen,  

Car  repairmen  and  insiicctors,  

Flagmen,  

Carpenters,  

E.xiiress  messengers  and  mail  clerks,  __ 

Crossing  watclinien,  

Paggagenicn,  

Freight  handlers,  

Car  cleaners,  

Miscellaneous,  

'Total,  


Injured. 


C,702 


APPENDIX  “C.” 


Tabulated  Statement  of  Accidents  occurring  on  the  lines  of  the 
various  Railroads  of  the  State  during  the  year  ending 
December  31st,  1911  ; classified  by  character  of 
accident  and  class  of  persons  injured. 
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APPENDIX  “D.” 


Tabulated  Statement  of  Accidents  occurring  on  the  lines  of  the 
various  Street  Railways  of  the  State  during  the  year  ending 
December  31st,  1911;  classified  by  character  of 
accidents  and  class  of  persons  injured. 
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APPENDIX  “E.” 


List  of  Railroads  and  Street  Railways  reporting  no  accidents  during 

the  year  1911. 
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Xo.  L'8. 


RAILROADS  REPORTING  NO  ACCIDENTS  FOR  YEAR 

OF  1911. 


Allf'giuniy  A iSoutli  Side  liaihvay  Company. 

Altoona.  Juniata  A XorthCrn  Itaihvay  Company, 

Bare  Bock  Railroad  Company. 

Bradford  A AVestern  I’enusylvania  Railroad  Company, 
tlrownstone  A Aliddletown  Railroad  Company, 
l.aniliria  A Judianii  1‘ailroad  Company. 

• 'mitral  Railroad  •'onipmi,\-  of  I’minsyhania. 

• lii'ytiiiit  liidi;'!'  Ifaihvay  (.'oiniiany. 

• 'oudorsport  A Fort  .MIcKany  Railw  a.i'  < 'ompan.v . 

I>ehnvan>  River  A lUiion  Railroad  •'i>inpany. 

Oelaware  A alley  Railroad  Coinpan.v. 

Omits  Uiin  Railroad  ('ompan.v. 

I'aist  Berlin  Railroad  (.'oinpany. 

Lddy.stoiie  A Oelaware  Ri\-er  Railroad  Fompany. 

Ivik  A Hijildaml  Railroad  Conipany. 

Linporium  A Rich  A alle.v  Raili’oad  •,'om[iany. 

I'dna  A Alontrosi'  Railroad  (,’ompan.v. 

1 lo(.)\ erlinrsl  A Southwestern  Railroad  •'oinpanv. 

Indian  Creek  A'alle.v  Railway  Conipany. 

I ronton  Railroad  Company. 

Jeisej  Sliori'  A Anti's  Fort  Railroad  •'onipan.\'. 

Johnsto^^'n  A Stoney  Creek  Railroail  (’omiianw 
Kane  A Elk  Railroad  Company. 

Keatin.^'  A Smetliport  Railway  Company. 

Kisliaco(|uillas  A alley  Railroad  (.'ompany. 

Kittanning  Run  Railroad  Company. 

Leetonia  Railroad  Company. 

Ijehigli  A Hudson  Ri\’er  Railroad  •.’ompanv. 

Mocanai.jua  A Eastern  Railroad  Company. 

IMontour  Railroad  Company. 

Alt.  Jewett,  Kinzua  A Riterville  Itailroad  Coinpan.v. 

Alt.  Penn  Gravity  Railroad  Compan.y. 

Pleasant  A Latrobe  Railroad  Coinpan.v. 

X'ew  Berlin  A AA'infield  Railroad  Company. 

X'ew  Park  A Fawn  Grove  Railroad  Company. 

X^ewport  A Shermans  A'alle.v  Railroad  Compan.v. 

New  York  A Pennsylvania  Railwn.v  Compan.v. 

Xew  York.  Susquehanna  A AA’estern  Railway  Compan.v. 

X'ittan.v  A alle.v  Railwa.v  Company. 

Xorth  Shore  Railroad  Compan.v. 
tilean  Railroad  Company. 

Penco.vd  A Philadelphia  Railroad  Compan.v. 

Pennsylvania  AA  estern  A Ohio  River  Connecting  Raihva.v  Compan.v. 
Philadelphia  Belt  Line  Railroad  Company.. 

Pittsburgh,  Allegheny  A AIcKees  Rocks  Railway  Company. 
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Pittsburgh  & i\Ioon  Ituu  Railroad  Company 
Pittsburgh  & Ohio  Valley  Railway  Company. 

Redstone  Central  Railroad  Company. 

Scootac  Railway  Company. 

Scottdale  Connecting  Railroad  Company. 

Scranton  & Spring  Brook  Railroad  Company. 

Sheffield  & Tionesta  Railway  Company. 

South  Shore  Railroad  Company. 

Stewartstown  Railroad  Company. 

Susquehanna  & Buffalo  Railroad  Compauy 
Susquehanna  & Eagles  Mere  Railroad  Company 
Susquehanna  River  & Western  Railroad  Company. 

Turtle  Creek  & Allegheny  Valley  River  Railroad  Company 
luscarora  Valley  Railroad  Company. 

Upner  Merion  & Plymouth  Railway  Company. 

Ursina  & North  Fork  Railway  Company. 

Valley  Connecting  Railroad  Company. 

A alley  Railroad  Company. 

Westinghonse  Inter-AVorks  Railroad  Company. 

Vhite  Deer  & Logantown  Railway  Company 
’iWnfield  Railroad  Company. 
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STREET  RAILWAYS  REPORTING  NO  ACCIDENTS  DUR 

ING  YEAR  1911. 


Allen  Street  Railway  Company. 

Allentown  & Reading  Traction  Company. 

P>lue  Ridge  Traction  Company. 

Cambria  Incline  Plane  Company. 

Centre  & Clearfield  Street  Railway  Company. 

■ Chambersburg  & Gettysburg  Electric  Railway  Company 

srts 

Corry  & Columbus  Street  Railway  Company 
Cumberland  Railway  Company. 

Danville  & Bloomsburg  Street  Railway  Company. 

Danville  & Sunbury  Transit  Company. 
r)uBois  Traction  Company, 

Erie  Traction  Company. 

Fairchance  & Smitbfield  Traction  Company 
Fairmount  Park  Transportation  Company  ‘ 

Gettysburg  Railway  Company. 

Hagerstown  Railway  Company. 

Highland  Grove  Traction  Company 
Homestead  & Mifflin  Street  Railway  Company 
Hummelstown  & Campbellstown  Street  Railway  Companv 
Huntingdon,  Lewistown  & .Juniata  Valley  Traction  Company 
Invin-Herminie  Traction  Company.  ^ 
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Jersey  Shore  Electric  Street  Railway  Company. 

Kittanuing  & Leechburg  Railways  Company. 

Latrobe  Street  Railway  Company. 

Lewisburg,  Milton  & Watsoutown  Passenger  Railway  Company. 
Mahoning  Valley  Street  Railway  Company. 

Meadville  & Cambridge  Springs  Street  Railway  Company. 
Montgomery  County  Rapid  Transit  Company. 

Montoursville  Passenger  Railway  Company. 

Neversink  Mountain  Railway  Company. 

New  Jersey  & Pennsylvania  Traction  Company. 

Northampton  Traction  Company. 

Northern  Cambria  Street  Railway  Company. 

Northumberland  County  Traction  Company. 

Oakdale  & McDonald  Street  Railway  Company. 

Patterson  Heights  Street  Railway  Company. 

Pennsylvania  & Maryland  Street  Railway  Company. 
Philadelphia  & Easton  Electric  Railway  Company. 

Pittsburgh , McKeesport  & Westmoreland  Railway  Company. 
Shamokin  & Edgewood  Electric  Railway  Company. 

South  Bethlehem  & Saucon  Street  Railway  Company. 

South  Side  Passenger  Railway  Company. 

Stroudsburg,  Water  Gap  & Portland  Railway  Company. 
Stroudsburg  Passenger  Railway  Company. 

Susquehanna  Traction  Company. 

Trenton,  New  Hope  & Lambertville  Street  Railway  Company. 
Tri-State  Railway  & Electric  Company. 

United  Traction  Street  Railway  Company  of  DuRois. 
Vallamont  Traction  Company. 

Warren  County  Traction  Company. 

West  Side  Electric  Street  Railway  Company. 

White  Hall  Street  Railway  Company. 

Williamsport  Passenger  Railway  Company. 


APPENDIX  “F.” 


Report  of  Investigations  of  Accidents  made  by  the  Commission 
during  the  year  ending  December  31st,  1911. 


9—28- 


1911 


V l-'9  ) 


OFF  1 C I AL  D( )( JTJ  JIENT. 


No.  28. 


INVESTIGATED  ACCIDENTS. 

PHILADELPHIA  AND  READING  RAILWAY  COMPANY, 

CHALFONTE. 


On  .January  2Sth , at  Chalfonte,  on  the  Doylestown  Branch  o£  the  Philadelphia 
& Reading  Itailway,  a collision  occurred  between  an  extra  freight  engine  and  a 
passenger  train,  resulting  in  the  death  of  one  employee  and  in  the  injury  to 
several  others. 

It  appears  from  the  correspondence  that  the  collision  was  the  result  of  the 
action  of  the  freight  hrakeman  in  throwing  a switch  contrary  to  the  rules  and 
regulations.  He  was  accordingly  hold  responsihle  for  the  disaster  and  dismissed 
from  the  service. 


ERIE  RAILROAD  COMPANY,  RIDERVILLE. 


On  February  Sth  at  Riderville,  im  the  Eric  Railroad,  the  crown  sheet  of  a freight 
engitie  blew  out,  and  although  there  were  no  fatalities  the  fireman  was  badly 
scalded  by  steam. 

An  investigation  was  conducteil  through  correspondence  and  it  was  developed 
that  the  e.xplosion  was  the  ri'sult  of  low  water,  for  which  the  engineer  was  respon- 
sible. 


PHILADELPHIA  RAPID  TRANSIT  COMPANY,  PHILA- 
DELPHIA. 


On  February  26th,  at  2,3rd  and  Passyunk  Avenue,  in  the  city  of  Philadelphia, 
aclosed  “Pay-AVithin”  car  of  the  Philadelphia  Rapid  Transit  Company  was  side- 
swiped  by  a Baltimore  & Ohio  Railroad  engine. 

Reports  and  statements  received  from  olRcials  of  both  companies  indicated  that 
although  the  conductor  of  the  motor  car  signalled  the  motorman  not  to  come 
forward  with  the  car,  this  warning  was  disobeyed  and  the  collision  was  the 
result. 

None  of  the  passengers  was  killed.  • 
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NEW  YORK,  ONTARIO  AND  WESTERN  RAILROAD  COM- 
PANY, OLYPHANT. 


On  March  29th,  at  Olyphant,  a passenger  car  of  the  Scranton  Traction  Com- 
pany while  atempting  to  cross  at  grade  in  front  of  an  extra  train  on  the  New 
York,  Ontario  & Western  Railroad  collided  with  the  latter,  resulting  in  slight 
injuries  to  several  passengers.  * 

An  investigation  developed  that  the  motorinan  ran  his  car  o\er  the  crossing 
without  receiving  the  proper  signal  from  the  conductor.  lie  was  dismissed  from 
the  einiiloy  of  the  company  on  account  of  his  negligence. 


NEW  YORK  CENTRAL  AND  HUDSON  RIVER  RAILROAD 
COMPANY,  GLEN  CAMPBELL. 


At  Olen  Campbell,  on  the  line  of  the  New  York  Central  A Hudson  River  Rail- 
road, on  April  2nd,  a worktrain  while  engaged  in  shifting  collided  forcibly  with 
a freight  car,  with  the  result  that  two  of  the  workmen  were  fatally  injured 

It  appears  that  the  eiigineman  failed  to  control  the  speed  of  the  engine  and  that 
the  conductor  and  fireman  also  contributed  to  the  accident.  They  were  dismissed 
from  the  service. 


DELAWARE  AND  HUDSON  RIVER  RAILROAD  COMPANY 

EDWARDSVILLE. 


A passenger  car  of  the  Wilkes-Rarre  Railway  Company,  while  crossim-  the 
tracks  of  the  Delaware  A Hudson  River  Railroad,  at  a crossing  at  Edwardsville 
on  June  7th,  was  struck  by  three  gondola  cars  whi.-b  were  being  shunte.l  There 
were  no  fatal  injuries. 

An  investigation  conducted  through  correspondence  showed  that  the  accident 
was  the  result  of  the  disobedience  of  rules  on  the  part  of  the  conductor  and  motor- 
man  in  approaching  the  cro.ssing. 


PHILADELPHIA  AND  READING  RAILWAY  COMPANY 

PHILADELPHIA. 


On  June  28th,  1911,  a collision  occurred  on  the 
Railway  about  550  feet  north  of  21st  Street  and  within 
tance  of  234  feet  from  the  Southern  entrance  thereto. 


1 Ui  i I iul  c 1 p h i It  p a<J  i u g 
a subway  tuuiiel  a dis- 
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Train  No.  807,  known  as  the  Chestnut  Hill  Exijress,  collided  with  freight 
engine  No.  itCA,  which  was  standing  on  a cross  over  leading  from  a northward 
main  track  to  a siding. 

As  the  result  of  this  accident  one  passenger  lost  his  life,  fifty-two  sustained 
burns  or  lacerations  and  Dolan,  the  engineer  of  the  express  train,  was  seriously  in- 
jured. 

The  Mai-shal  of  the  Commission  on  June  29th  inspected  the  scene  of  the  acci- 
dent and  attended  the  inquest  held  on  July  12th  by  Coroner  Ford  in  the  city  of 
Philadelphia.  His  report  follows: 

“The  material  evidence  brought  out  substantially  shows  that  a green  ' 

and  two  red  signals  were  set  against  the  Express  from  19th  street 
to  the  place  where  the  accident  occurred  or  a distance  of  2,854  feet. 

AVhile  this  fact  points  to  Dolan  as  the  one  responsible  for  the  collision, 
he  claims  there  %vas  no  reckless  disregard  of  these  warnings  on  his  part 
but  that  circumstances  beyond  his  control  contributed  to  the  disaster. 

His  statement  briefly  is  that  his  view  of  the  cautionary  signal  at  19th 
street  was  shut  off  by  the  steam  from  an  eugiue.  He  then  decreased 
his  speed.  At  20th  street  he  observed  the  red  signal  and  applied  the 
air  brakes,  but  on  account  of  slippery  rails  he  was  unable  to  come 
to  a stop  before  colliding  with  the  freight  engine.  Dolan's  statement 
as  to  the  application  of  the  air  brakes  is  corroborated  by  Dill,  his 
fireman. 

“The  foregoing  explanation  might  suggest  conditions  of  an  extenu- 
ating character  were  it  not  for  the  fact  that  Dolan  also  says:  ‘While 

there  are  speed  limits  designated  along  this  route,  yet  if  I were  to 
follow  them  1 could  never  make  the  time  allowed  for  the  trip,  and 
if  I were  to  approach  every  signal  prepared  to  stop  1 could  never 
make  Chestnut  Ilill  in  27  minutes  via  the  Subway,  and  the  Reading 
Railway  Company  will  not  accept  an  excuse  for  lateness.  If  you 
cannot  make  the  time  somebody  else  is  given  the  run.’ 

“This  expression  would  indicate  more  of  a desire  on  the  part  of  the 
engineer  to  make  the  run  in  schedule<l  time  than  to  consider  the  safety 
devices  installed  for  his  guidance. 

“In  connection  with  this  accident  Edward  E.  Pennewill,  of  Phila- 
delphia, advised  the  Commission  that  many  persons  in  the  wreck  were 
forced  to  leave  the  overturned  coach  by  means  of  windows.  He  sug- 
gested that  inasmuch  as  many  of  the  cars  on  suburban  lines  have  win- 
dows that  will  not  open  beyond  twelve  inches  that  the  Commission  con- 
sider the  advisability  of  requiring  all  railroads  to  have  windows  which 
will  open  to  the  extent  of  allowing  a person's  body  to  pass  through 
them.  Your  representative  brought  this  matter  to  the  attention  of 
jMr.  ,J.  B.  Warrington,  Superintendent  of  the  Division  on  which  the 
accident  occurred,  and  was  informed  by  that  oflieial  that  the  type  of 
cars  of  which  Mr.  I’ennewill  complains  is  rapidly  being  replaced  by 
coaches  of  a modern  character." 


LEHIGH  VALLEY  TRANSIT  COMPANY,  MOUNTAINVILLE. 


On  September  14th  a collision  of  a passenger  car  and  a work  car  occurred  at 
Mountainville.  Several  passengers  and  employees  were  injured — one  of  the  latter 
subsequently  died. 

Roth  IMotormen  claimea  the  right-of-way  hut  it  developed  at  the  Coroner’s  in- 
quest that  the  motorman  of  the  passenger  car  was  responsible,  because  he  disre- 
garded the  target,  lie  was  dismissed  from  the  service  of  the  company. 
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PHILADELPHIA  AND  READING  RAILWAY  COMPANY, 

KURTZ  SIDING. 


On  July  22ud,  1911,  a uorttibound  passenger  train  on  the  Wilmington  Brandi 
of  tLe  Pliiladelphia  A Beading  Railway  was  derailed  at  Kurtz  Siding,  resulting  in 
the  death  of  the  engineer.  None  of  the  35  passengers  was  seriously  injured. 

This  derailment  was  investigated  by  the  Marshal  of  the  Commission,  who,  ac- 
companied by  P.  M.  Falck  the  Division  Superintendent,  personally  inspected  the 
locality  at  which  the  accident  occurred  and  made  such  inquiries  as  would  tend  to 
bring  forth  the  probable  facts  relating  thereto. 

That  part  of  the  hue  between  Reading  and  Coatesville  is  single  track  and  is 
characterized  by  several  sharp  curves.  One  of  these  curves  is  at  Kurtz  Siding 
and  at  this  point  a switch  is  located. 

It  IS  the  opinion  of  the  Division  Superintendent  that  this  switch  had  been 
maliciously  tampered  with  by  the  discoiiiiectioii  of  the  pulling  rod  which  connects 
the  switch  points  in  the  track  to  the  switch  stand.  He  says; 


“When  the  accident  occurred.  Fireman  Layton  of  Coatesville  who 

whL'1  rear  seat  of  the  coach 

when  It  turned  oier,  got  out  and  returned  immediately  to  the  switch 
arriving  with  n three  minutes  after  the  accident  He  found  the 
connecting  rod  between  the  switch  pulling  rod  and  the  stand  proner 
disconnected  the  jaw  end  on  the  ground  directly  along  the  sUnd 

arrival  examined  the  switch  and  stand 
condition  found  until  1 arrived.  I found  that  the 
pm  ^hich  passes  through  the  jaw  on  the  end  of  the  connecting  rod 
adjusting  rod  of  the  stand  was  standing  v^ftical 
the  bottom  of  It  resting  on  the  eye  of  the  adjusting  rod  and  the  top 
of  It  against  the  side  of  the  interior  of  the  stand,  while  the  law 
thi«  nin  1 ^r'^riud.  It  would  have  been  absolutely  impossible  ^for 
° have  jarred  out,  left  the  jaw  fall  and  then  have  gotten 
back  on  top  ot  the  eye  which  is  in  the  centre  between  the  ton  and 
bottom  of  the  jaw.  This  could  only  have  been  accomolished  bv  tht^ 

Lrth^for""fnn’,.  cottei  pm  is  nowhere  to  be  found,  although  the 

In  addition  to  this  we  found  a short  piece  of  steel  about  111  incbe^i 

Pic^^Xl  K rhJtsr^f\h\“^stS  Sff 

the^polnt  Tad^ef 

Considering  the  facts  obtainable,  the  foregoing  theory  of  the  cause  of  the  dc- 

It  IS  hat  while  the  distance  from  Coatesville  to  Reading  is  40  miles  and  the 
schedule  of  the  tram  m question  is  one  hour  and  forty-one  minutes,  its  speed 
according  to  the  Superintendent,  was  at  the  rate  of  35  miles  an  hour  passing-  a 
pom  one-half  mile  from  the  switch.  If  this  speed  was  maintained  when  the  tiMn 
reached  the  cuiwe  there  ,s  a probability  that  the  derailment  might  have  been  the 
rrd  ofiiciair.  attributable  to  the  malicious  tampering  assigned  by  the  rail- 
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PHILADELPHIA  RAPID  TRANSIT  COMPANY,  PHILA- 
DELPHIA. 


On  August  ISth  the  Marelial  of  the  Coiuinission  investigated  two  accidents  which 
occurred  on  the  line  of  the  Philadelphia  Rapid  Transit  Oomi)auy — one  at  York 
Road  and  Clielten  a\’enue  on  August  13tli,  and  the  other  at  Oennantown  and  Hill- 
crest  Avenue,  on  August  14tlj.  His  report  is  as  follows: 

“In  each  case  the  cause  of  the  accident  was  the  inability  of  the 
motonnau  to  control  his  car,  and  in  each  case  also  one  fatality  to  a 
passenger  resulted.  Both  inotormen  were  discharged  from  the  service 
of  the  company  and  stibseijuently  hehl  for  the  action  of  the  grand 
jury  by  the  Coroner  of  the  city  of  I’hiladelphia. 

“Woods,  the  motorman  wdio  figured  in  tlie  accident  at  York  Road 
and  Chelton  avenue,  was  in  charge  of  a single  truck  open  car, 
equipped  with  hand  brakes  only,  south  bound  on  York  Road.  He 
had  come  to  a full  stop  two  hundred  yanls  from  the  point  of  the 
accident  and  after  starting  applied  two  points  of  power.  Thirty 
yards  fi'om  Chelteu  avenue,  where  there  is  about  a 7 per  cent,  grade, 
he  threw  off  the  power  and  applied  the  brakes.  He  could  not  bring  the 
car  to  a stop  at  the  proper  place,  however,  and  )'unning  into  an  open 
switch  it  left  the  rails  and  collided  with  a stone  wall  on  the  south 
side  of  Chelteu  avenue.  Nearly  all  of  the  thirty-seven  passengers 
were  moi'e  or  less  injured,  and  one  of  tliem,  Mrs.  Elizabeth  John- 
son, aged  G7,  died  the  following  day.  Woods  had  been  in  the  employ 
of  the  company  about  two  months. 

“The  car  which  got  beyond  the  control  of  McDevitt,  the  motorman 
on  Germantown  avenue,  was  of  the  closed  Pay-Within  type,  equipped 
with  hand  and  air  brakes.  It  was  fed  up  on  two  points  with  the 
controller  descending  a five  per  cent,  grade.  At  about  three  hundred 
feet  from  the  point  of  the  accident  the  motorman  says  he  made  an 
effort  to  stop  the  car.  The  air  failed  to  work.  He  then  used  the  hand 
brake,  but  without  result  and  being  excited  did  not  think  of  applying 
the  reverse  on  his  controller.  At  Ilillcrest  avenue  the  front  wheels 
of  the  car  struck  the  open  switch  and  ran  into  the  curb  While  the 
rear  end  swerved  against  a tree.  The  company  officials  claim  that 
after  the  accident  the  air  gauge  showed  fifty  pounds  of  pressure: 
the  brake  riggage  was  in  perfect  orcler,  nothing  having  been  broken 
even  after  tlie  car  had  left  the  rails.  William  A.  Ruble,  who  was 
fatally  injured,  was  standing  on  the  rear  platform  when  the  accident 
occurred. 

“The  motorman  had  been  in  the  employ  of  the  Company  only  since 
June  22nd  last,  and  I learned  incidentally  that  his  defence  in  the 
courts  will  probably  be  that  he  had  never  been  properly  instructed  in 
the  use  of  the  reverse.  In  regard  to  this  suggestion,  IMr.  Mahlin  R. 

Kline,  Assistant  General  Claim  Agent  of  the  Philadelphia  Rapid 
Transit  Company,  said  that  it  can  be  easily  proven  that  the  neces- 
sary instructions  are  given  to  all  the  car  operators  before  they  are 
placed  in  charge  of  a run. 

“The  attention  of  the  Commission  is  directed  to  the  fact  that  lioth 
motormen  were  without  extended  experience  and  that  their  runs 
traversed  streets  characterized  by  heavy  grades.  It  appears  to  your 
representative  that  comparatively  untried  motormen  should  be  schooled 
in  less  dangerous  localities  until  they  shall  have  attained  a thorough 
knowledge  of  the  operation  of  brakes  and  other  safety  devices,  and 
acquired  an  intelligent  judgment  as  to  the  timely  application  of  the 
^ime  in  order  to  bring  their  cars  under  alisohite  control.” 
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PHILADELPHIA  AND  READING  RAILWAY  COMPANY 

PHILADELPHIA. 


On  November  Pth.  shortly  after  2;(l0  o'clock  in  the  morning,  a Philadelphia  & 
ending  freight  tram,  being  backed  east  on  Willow  street  in  the  city  of  Philadel- 
phia, collided  with  and  overturned  a trolley  car  of  the  Philadelphia  Rapid  Transit 

Company  south-bound  on  Second  .street,  fatally  injuring  one  of  the  passengers  of 
tii6  Icitt6r« 

An  inspection  and  investigation  was  made  by  the  Marshal  of  the  Commission 
Mho  reported  as  follows: 


"here  the  accident  occurred  a watchman  is  on 
^uai^  during  the  hours  of  the  day  and  uutil  twelve  o'clock  midnight 
tbp  '7  fl'e  trolley  company  and  it  is  his  duty  to  signal’ 

the  motormen  and  conductors  when  it  is  safe  to  cross.  At  the  hour 
at  Minch  the  collision  occurred,  hoM'ever,  the  crossing  M-as  unnro- 
tccted  by  a M-atchmaii.  Mdiich  imposed  on  the  conductor  the  diitv  of 
ascertaining  the  exact  situation  as  regards  to  safety  He  is  plainly 

>'egulations  to  exercise  extraordinaiy  care 
1,.  , ’r.^  M hen  approaching  railroad  crossings  and  if  he  fulfills 

this  obligation  an  accident  such  as  this  report  deals  M-ith  is  impossible 

statements  hereM'ith  appended  that  the  con- 
uctoi  in  this  case  signalled  the  motorman  to  proceed  while  running 
alongmde  the  car,  instead  of  going  in  advance  to  the  Sle  o“lhe 
tiacks  in  accordiiice  Mutli  his  instructions.  The  accident  therefore 

a'ifl  miff  tlisregard  of  duty.  P.oth  the  conductor 

and  motorman  in  conseruience  have  been  discharged  from  the  emnlov 

IS;;, "» -"™"" 


THE  PENNSYLVANIA  RAILROAD  COMPANY,  EAST 

MANOR. 


On  December  6th,  at  East  Manor,  an  express  train,  ran  into  the  wreckage  of  a 
freight  tram, resulting  in  the  death  of  five  people. 

An  investigation  through  correspondence  developed  that  the  primary  accident 
Mas  caused  by  improper  flag  protection  ami  by  the  recklessness  of  the  engineer 
of  Extra  freight  No.  .8078  in  disregarding  instruction. 

Both  the  flaginni,  and  engineer  iirndved  were  uiseiplined  by  their  dismissal  from 
UK'  service  of  the  company. 
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A STATEMENT  OF  THE  TRAVELING  EXPENSES  AND  DIS- 
BURSEMENTS OF  THE  COMMISSION,  ITS  OFFICERS, 
CLERKS  AND  EXPERTS,  DURING  THE  CALENDAR 
YEAR  ENDING  DECEMBER  31st,  1911. 


Telegrams,  !fl4S  68 

Posal  Service 743  50 

Express  and  Freight 109  31 

Books,  Maps  and  Office  Supplies 421  06 

Janitors  Services,  480  00 

Traveling  Expenses,  2,685  04 

Expert  Services 11,932  43 

Extra  Clerical  Services,  1,584  88 

Miscellaneous,  99  65 

Salaries  of  Employees  other  (lian  llmse  fixed  by  law,  19,916  67 


Total 838,121  22 
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Summary  of  Report  made  by  Ford,  Bacon  & Davis  in  the  matter  of 
the  complaints  against  the  Philadelphia 
Rapid  Transit  Company. 
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SUMMARY  OF  REPORT  MADE  BY  FORD,  BACON  & DAVIS 
IN  THE  MATTER  OF  THE  COMPLAINTS  AGAINST  THE 
PHILADELPHIA  RAPID  TRANSIT  COMPANY. 


New  York,  Marcli  7,  1911. 

To  the  Fennsylvaniu  State  Railroad  Commission , ilarrishurg , Pennsylvania: 

Sirs:  On  May  27,  1910,  you  commissioned  us  to  make  au  examination  of  the 
service  and  equipment  of  tlie  1‘biladelpliia  Rapid  Transit  Company,  in  order  to 
determine  whether  certain  complaints  which  had  been  made  against  the  service 
rendered  by  that  corporation  were  well  founded  or  not,  and  to  make  a report  to 
you  upon  existing  conditions  with  recommendations. 

In  furtherance  of  this  examination,  we  first  obtained  from  the  I’hiladelphia 
Rapid  Transit  Company,  upon  form.s  prepared  by  us,  comprehensive  statistics 
showing  the  amount  and  character  of  the  physical  property  and  presenting  a record 
of  its  operations  for  a period  of  years.  AVe  also  secured  from  reports  of  super- 
visory commissions  and  street  railway  companies,  recent  comparative  statistics 
of  the  four  other  largest  American  cities.  New  York,  Brooklyn,  Boston  and 
Chicago.  From  July  12,  1910  to  February  1,  1911,  we  made  systematic  obser- 
vations of  the  traffic  and  car  service  in  Rhiladelphia.  We  also  made  a special  ex- 
amination of  the  car  equipment  of  this  company  and  of  the  standard  cars  of  the 
four  other  cities.  AVe  have  tabulated  the  statistics  thus  obtained,  reducing  the 
problem  where\er  possible  to  the  basis  of  figures. 

The  detailed  report  herewith  presented  comprises  a series  of  tabulated  state- 
ments, maps  and  diagrams,  representing  the  principal  features  of  the  informa- 
tion collected  and  forming  the  basis  of  the  general  discussion  and  recommenda- 
tions in  the  accompanying  text.  From  this  .report  we  present  the  following  sum- 
mary of  our  conclusions  and  recommendations: 

It  is  our  opinion  that  while  in  many  particulars,  the  property  and  service  of 
the  I’hiladelphia  Rapid  Transit  ConiLiany  compare  favorably  with  other  large  sys- 
tems, there  are  lacking  two  essential  features  of  good  street  railway  service, 
upon  which,  more  largely  than  any  other,  depend  the  comfort  and  convenience 
of  the  traveling  public. 

AVhile  we  find  the  track  construction  to  be  substantial,  the  surface  track 
mileage  larger  than  the  average  considering  the  population  served,  the  overhead 
line  of  first  class  design,  the  power  iilaiUs  of  adequate  capacity  and  fair  economy 
and  the  car  barn  and  shop  facilities  ample:  the  car  equipment,  which  is  the  most 
important  part  of  the  physical  property  from  the  i)assengers’  standpoint,  is  dis- 
tinctly inferior  to  that  of  other  largo  American  cities:  and  while  the  average  seats 
provided  per  passenger  and  total  car  mileage  operated  throughout  the  entire  day 
are  greater  than  the  average  of  other  cities,  tlie  proportion  of  rush-hour  car 
service  to  middle-of-the-day  service  is  considerably  less  than  standard  practice, 
resulting  in  unreasonable  overcrowding  at  the  times  of  heaviest  traflic.  AA’^e  will, 
therefore,  in  this  summary,  call  your  attention  principally  to  our  criticisms  of 
rush-hour  car  service  and  car  equipment,  leaving  minor  recommendations  for  your 
attention  in  the  detailed  report. 
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RUSH-HOUR  CAR  SERVICE. 
Counts  of  Rush-Hour  Traffic. 


An  extended  senes  of  observations  and  passenger  counts  was  made  for  each 
me,  especial  y as  to  operation  during  the  evening  or  heaviest  rush  hours  in  and 
adjacent  to  the  principal  delivery  district,  which  is  the  central  business  section 
bounded  by  the  Delaware  River,  17th  Street,  Cherry  and  Locust  Streets.  From 
h se  we  ascertained  the  number  of  passengers  on  each  during  each  half  hour  of 
lush  houis  at  the  point  ot  maximum  loading.  We  found  from  our  observa- 
tions and  records  covering  a period  of  about  six  months,  that  the  evenin-  rush- 
hour  trafhc  for  Wednesday,  October  5,  1910,  represented  an  average  for  that  time 
of  year  and  consequently  have  used  in  our  determinations  the  count  made  on  that 
day  A e ascertained  for  each  line  the  number  of  passengers  carried  past  the 
point  of  maximum  loading  during  each  half  hour  and  the  number  of  cars  obsen-ed 
and  determined  the  absolute  and  the  aierage  car  loading  of  each  line  and  of  each 
.roup  0 lines  by  sections  of  the  city.  Having  thus  obtained  the  number  of  pas- 
sengers by  half  hours  from  4 to  7 P.  M.  carried  past  the  maximum-load  point  of 

hLr  Ltr'  ""  adequately  for  this  rush- 


Limitations  of  Rush-Hour  Service. 

This  problem  involves  the  determiiiatiou  of  a standard  of  reasonable  car  service 

1 the  lubh  hours,  and  the  definition  of  practicable  rules  for  car  loadiu-  The 
extreme  limits  of  such  service  would  be  on  the  one  hand,  to  provide  seats'for  a 
passengers  and  on  the  other,  to  continue  the  midday  car  service  throiigl  Uii  usy 
period.  The  maximum  number  of  cars  which  can  be  operated  is  absohitely  limited 

for  tbf  eT  providing  suflicient  employment 

or  the  xtra  car  men.  The  track  as  now  operated  in  the  delivery  diLit  of 

hiladelphia  has  not  yet  been  used  to  its  greatest  capacity  except  on  some  streets 
An  efficient  rerouting  ot  lines,  the  replacement  of  pre.sent  small  cars  by  laro-e 
motor  car.s  and  the  use  of  large  trailers,  if  practicable,  would  make  possible  a 
ccnsideiable  increase  of  service  in  this  district. 

The  Company  now  schedules  in  winter  about  39%  more  cars  and  in 
summer  about  45%  more  cars,  during  the  evening  rush  hour,  tha’n  on  its 
base  schedule  during  the  middle  of  the  day.  Other  large  American  street  railway 
systems  operate  as  many  as  100%  more  oars  during  the  rush  hours  than 
on  the  base  .schedule,  which  proves  the  feasibility  of  at  least  doubling  the  service 
uung  the  rush  hours  with  single  car  operation.  With  the  use  of  large  trailers- 

^racticate 

On  the  other  hand,  however,  there  are  conditions  of  finance  in  the  broad  sense 
^Ouch  place  an  economic  limit  upon  the  amount  of  car  service  that  can  be  operated 

IS  time  of  day.  Track  and  street  capacity  must  also  be  conserved  as  far  as 
possible,  in  the  interest  of  speed  of  operation. 


142 


ANNUAL  RLPORT  OF  THE 


Off.  Doc. 


Reasonable  Car  Loading. 

Looking  at  the  problem  from  another  standpoint,  if  the  service  is  proportioned 
upon  the  number  that  the  car  can  accommodate  comfortably,  both  seated  and 
standing,  its  capacity  would  be  used  most  eliiciently  and  overcrowding  would  be 
prevented. 

From  careful  studies  of  car  capacities,  we  have  found  that  four  square  feet  of 
aisle  and  iilatform  space  per  standing  passenger  allows  comfortable  standing  space. 
This  would  mean,  for  the  I’hiladelphia  I’ay-Within  car,  two  rows  of  standing 
passengers  with  sufficient  space  for  passage  between,  and  a total  capacity  of  70, 
of  which  OS  would  be  seated  and  08  standing.  In  other  words,  for  a car  with 
longitudinal  or  lengthwise  seats,  the  standing  capacity  would  equal  the  seating 
capacity.  For  a cr<jss-seat  car  like  those  now  operated  in  Philadelphia  with 
seating  capacity  of  40,  the  standing  caijacily  would  be  29  and  the  total  09.  If 
the  usual  large  prepayment  platforms  are  used  on  the  cross-seat  car  it  would 
accommodate  00  standing  passengers  or  with  tlie  seated  passengers  a total  of  70. 
Therefore,  applying  this  rule  to  the  cross-seat  car,  the  standing  capacity  would 
equal  from  7o%  to  90%  of  the  seating  capacity.  'I'lds  standing  loatl  is  practically 
within  the  limits  used  by  other  American  street  railway  companies  which  have 
given  attention  to  the  subject,  aud  as  prescribetl  in  some  cases  by  governmental 
regulations  abroad. 

We  believe  this  to  be  a reasonable  limit  of  car  loading,  aud  have  used  it  in  our 
calculations  and  recomniemlatious  of  rush-hour  servit'e. 


Limits  to  Individual  Car  Loads. 

In  order  to  prevent  or  lessen  periodical  overcrowding  caused  by  the  bunching 
of  cars  or  pasesngers,  we  believe  it  is  necessary  to  limit  the  loading  of  cars  to  the 
standard  capacity  determined.  This  under  ordinary  conditions  of  operation  can 
be  accomplished  with  platform  doors  or  gates  which  close  the  entrance  and  exit 
when  the  car  is  in  motion,  together  vvith  the  use  of  the  “car  full’  sign. 

The  reasonable  use  of  the  individual  car  limit  and  the  “car  full”  sign  has  been 
found  beneficial  by  the  American  companies  that  have  adopted  it.  This  largely 
does  away  with  the  uncomfortable,  unsanitary  overcrowding,  so  common  at  present 
in  many  American  cities  at  rush  hours,  aud  facilitate  the  speed  and  regularity  of 
operation  by  eliminating  the  most  serious  cause  of  bunching  of  cars.  Such  a defi- 
nite notice  also  reduces  the  annoyance  of  being  passed  by  the  motormau. 

Efforts  to  restrict  car  loading  to  standards  sometimes  used  abroad  have  met 
with  objection  because  the  limit  has  been  placed  at  or  near  the  seating  capacity. 
This  is  impracticable  under  American  conditions.  During  the  non-rush  hours, 
however,  seats  should  be  provided  for  all  passengers.  As  the  traffic  increases  at 
the  beginning  of  the  rush  hours  sufficient  cars  to  furnish  seats  should  be  added 
until  the  maximum  schedule  is  in  operation. 


Recommended  Rush-Hour  Service. 

We  therefore  recommend  that  the  Rhiladelpliia  Rapid  Transit  Company  should 
furnish  sufficient  rush-hour  car  sertice  to  provide  the  above  standard  capacity, 
and  should  limit  individual  car  loails  on  a practicable  plan,  making  allowance  for 
extraordinary  conditions. 
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Improved  Service  Practicable  Immediately. 

As  the  present  rush-hour  service  is  considerably  less  than  the  standard  recom- 
mended, this  plan  cannot  be  put  into  effect  until  additional  cars  and  power  are 
secured. 

During  the  time  of  construction  of  this  equipment  we  recommend  that  the  Com- 
pany operate  a service  as  far  as  the  number  of  present  cars  and  the  capacity  of  its 
power  system  will  permit,  which  will  provide  on  each  line  during  the  busiest  half- 
hour  an  average  car  loading  equal  to  the  recommended  standard  of  maximum  car 
capacity.  This  standard  of  service  immediately  practicable  would  require  the 
operation  of  1,9S7  ears,  an  increase  of  31.5,  or  19%  over  the  winter  schedule, 
and  of  205  cars,  or  11%  oxer  (he  summer  schedule.  Although  this  would  result 
111  a considerable  improvement  of  car  loading  there  would  still  be  carried  regularly 
luaxiiimin  loads  up  to  the  crowdiu,^'  limit  of  tho  car. 


Recommended  Service  Applied  to  Traffic  of  October,  1910. 

^ From  a large  number  of  observalioiis  both  in  Philadelphia  and  elsewhere,  we 
find  that  the  maximum  car  loads  on  any  line  in  a half-hour  approximate  2.5% 
more  than  the  average  loading  for  that  half-hour.  Thus  for  example,  if  7(J  is  lixrd 
as  Lie  maximum  load  of  (he  I’ay-Within  car,  the  average  loading  for  the  heaviest 
half  hour  xvoiild  be  (.11  passengers.  Consequently,  our  recommendation  for  stand- 
ard service  would  require  approximately  2.5%  mure  cars  (o  pass  the  maximum 
point  of  loading  on  each  line  at  the  busiest  half-hour  than  would  be  required  for 
the  average  loading  just  referred  to,  and  this  as  calculated  for  the  entire  system 
would  result  in  an  additional  number  of  large  cars  in  operation  of  about  3 4%.' 

In  order  to  ascertain  whether  our  recommended  standard  limit  of  rush-hour  car 
loading  would  be  unreasonable  or  impracticable  in  Philadelphia,  we  have  calcu- 
lated in  detail  for  each  line  the  car  service  which  would  have  been,  necessary  to 
provitR  for  the  rush-hour  traffic  of  an  average  day  of  October,  1930,  represented 
by  Wednesday,  October  5th.  We  have  assumed  that  additional  small  single-truck 
and  maximum-traction  cars  would  be  used  to  furnish  the  increase  of  service  of 
lines  on  which  these  types  are  now  operated,  which  would  mean  that  practically 
all  of  the  best  of  this  class  of  car  equipment  now  on  hand  would  be  used.  The 
additional  cars  necessary  to  provide  the  recommended  service  are  assumed  to  be 

motor  cars  having  the  same  maximum  capacity  of  7(J  as  the  present  Pay-Within 

car. 

With  the  use  of  these  types  and  of  the  present  large  double-truck  cars,  there 
would  be  required  to  provide  the  recommended  service,  a total  of  2,265  cars  in 
operation,  rendering  necessary  the  purchase  of  4.S9  ears.  This  total  number  of 
2,26o  ears  required  for  recommended  service,  compares  with  1,672  called  for  by 
the  Company’s  winter  schedule,  an  increase  of  593  cars,  or  35%.  Compared  with 
the  CompanVs  summer  schedule,  which  calls  for  1,782  cars,  it  represents  an  in- 
crease of  483,  or  27%.  This  increase  would  differ  for  each  line,  in  some  cases 
being  more  and  in  some  less  than  this  average.  The  increase  of  cars  on  lines 
operating  into  (he  delivery  district  is  from  1,315  cars  of  present  winter  schedule 
to  1,801  cars,  or  37%,  thus  necessitating  some  rearrangement  of  routing  for  cer- 
tain of  these  lines. 

If  2,265  cars  are  operated  at  the  rush  hours,  there  would  be  89%  more 
ears  in  service  than  in  the  middle  of  the  day  on  the  base  schedule  in  force  last 
October.  This  is  within  the  limits  of  American  practice. 

We  estimate  that  this  service  for  both  morning  and  evening  rush  hours  would 
result  in  additional  car  mileage  of  11%,  or  an  increase  of  approximately  9%  in 
10 
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operating  expenses.  We  believe  that  more  efficient  scheduling  during  the  non-rush 
hours  and  the  use  for  all  day  service  of  the  large  new  cars  purchased  to  replace 
many  of  the  small  single-truck  cars,  together  with  the  saving  which  might  be 
seciin'd  l>y  a comprehensive  rerouting  plan,  would  largely  offset  the  additional 
I’xpense  of  operation  at  the  rush  hours.  Thus,  while  providing  far  better  service 
to  the  pultlic,  the  Company’s  operations  might  be  placed  on  a more  provident  basis 
and  a considerable  increase  in  gross  earnings  made  possible. 


Rush-Hour  Service  on  Subway-Elevated  Division. 

AVith  regard  to  the  subway-elevated  service,  we  also  find,  esitecially  during  win- 
ter operation,  a condition  of  overcrowding.  AVe  would-  recommend  that  additional 
service  be  provided  on  the  basis  outlined  for  surface  cars.  To  accommodate  the 
traffic  on  October  5,  1910,  in  accordance  with  this  standard,  120  cars  would  have 
been  required.  On  this  division,  10%  of  the  cars  in  operation  are  needed  as  a 
“shop”  reserve,  or  as  of  that  date,  12  cars  were  required  in  addition  to  the  120 
ears  now  owned. 

Future  Car  Service. 

The  number  of  additional  cars  stated  above  to  be  required  for  both  surface  and 
subway-elevated  operation  should  be  considered  as  examples  of  the  rules  recom- 
mended, not  as  present  reciuirements.  They  were  the  number  necessary  in  October, 
1910.  The  traffic  is  continually  increasing  and  with  the  broader  plans  which 
have  been  proposed,  the  rate  of  increase  should  be  more  rapid  in  the  future.  The 
car  equipment  calculated  to  have  been  necessary  for  last  October  with  the  addi- 
tional power  equipment,  would  require  probably  a year  to  purchase  and  install, 
and  by  that  time,  still  more  ears  and  power  will  be  needed.  Consequently  these 
standards  of  ear  loading  and  car  service  should  be  adopted  in  principle,  and  should 
be  applied  by  a bureau  or  department  to  be  established  by  the  Company.  Based  on 
the  periodical  determinations  of  this  department,  the  Company  should  estimate 
and  provide  for  its  car  and  power  requirements  from  one  to  two  years  in  advance. 


CAR  EQUIPMENT. 

Present  Type  of  Cars. 

The  other  [irincipal  criticism  to  which  we  have  referred,  concerns  the  inferior 
character  of  the  car  equipment.  Of  the  .3,292  cars  owned  b.y  the  Company, 
about  two-thirds  are  of  the  small,  single-truck  type  purchased  at  the  time  of 
original  electrification,  and  of  the  large  double-truck  cars,  272  were  reconstructed 
from  the  small  cars  by  splicing  in  a short  section  without  modernizing  this  equip- 
ment; consequently  about  70%  of  the  total  cars  are  of  a type  generally  unsuited 
to  present  conditions  of  congested  traffic.  Of  the  remaining  772  large  double-truck 
cars,  about  90%  have  been  rebuilt  and  changed  from  cross-seat  cars  into  the 
present  longitudinal-seat  Pay-AVithin  type.  This  conversion,  largely  on  account 
of  the  change  to  longitudinal  seats  of  poor  design,  has  rendered  this  car  un- 
comfortable and  unpopular,  especially  for  summer  operation. 

Of  the  total  surface  car  equipment  in  Philadelphia,  36%  are  large  double-truck 
cars,  in  New  York  75%,  in  Brooklyn  89%  and  in  Chicago  about  75%.  AYhile 
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tho  single-truck  car  has  its  use  oii  lines  of  light  regular  traffic,  it  is  generally 
unsuitable  for  operation  during  the  rush  hours  in  the  congested  delivery  district  of 
large  cities,  and  on  many  lines  it  is  uneconomical  to  operate.  If  is  assumed  that 
the  Company  will  desire  gradually  to  replace  a considerable  proportion  of  these 
single-truck  cars  by  the  purchase  of  large  cars.  We  do  not  make  any  definite 
recommendations  upon  this  point,  as  it  concerns  principally  the  operating  economy. 


Comparative  Car  Purchases. 

Reasonable  service  during  the  rush  hours,  as  stated  above,  would  necessitate 
as  of  lasc  October,  the  addition  of  4Sil  large  cars.  With  the  purchase  of  these  cars’ 
the  proportion  of  large  double-truck  cars  owned  to  total  closed  and  semi-convertible 
cars  would  be  about  Gd%  or  more  nearly  tlie  proportion  in  other  cities. 

In  this  couuection  it  is  of  interest  to  note  that  during  the  past  ten  years  the 
Ihiladelphia  system  purchased  G.Tj  large  double-truck  surface  cars,  uhile  the  tuo 
laige  surface^  systems  ot  New  York  City  purchased  1,472  cars,  the  Rrooklyu 
Sistems  1,12,  cars  and  the  Chicago  systems  about  2,2UU  cars.  These  ligures  do 
not  include  the  large  amount  of  subway  aud  elevated  equipment  purchased  in  the 
other  cities,  nor  does  the  ligure  for  the  Philadelphia  company  include  its  120  sub- 
way-elevated cars. 

examination  of  the  principal  types  of  the  present 
iladelphia  cars,  especially  as  to  points  affecting  the  public  comfort  and  con- 
venience. e have  made  similar  examinations  of  the  standard  cars  of  the  four 
otier  large  cities,  all  of  which  are  fully  described  iu  the  detailed  report. 


The  Philadelphia  Pay-Within  Car. 


Regarding  the  principal  points  of  design  of  the  Philadelphia  standard  car  our 
conclusions  aud  recommendations  are  as  follows; 

The  principal  criticism  of  this  car  is  the  replacement  of  cross  seats  by  lono-i- 
tu  lual  seats.  This  was  occasioned  by  the  retention  of  the  small  platforms 
which  with  the  adoption  of  the  prepayment  plan  compelled  the  e.xit  of  passen- 
gers from  the  front  platform  only,  requiring  a wider  aisle  than  was  practicable 
with  the  double  row  of  cross  seats.  The  sliding  platform  doors  necessitate  door 
pockets  which  intertere  materially  with  the  comfort  of  passengers  on  the  coi- 
ner  seats  and  narrow  the  car  entrance.  It  is  not  believed,  however,  that 

iis  difficulty  can  be  much  improved  without  practically  rebuilding  the  ends 
o.  the  car  and  the  platforms.  Eight  cross  seats  should  be  restored  in  this  car 
emier  half  on  each  side  or  all  on  one  side.  The  cars  already  altered  by  the 
Company,  on  the  former  plan,  are  understood  to  operate  satisfactorily.  With 
cai  loads  limited  as  recommended  the  passageway  is  ample.  The  remaining  lon<^i- 
tudiual  seats  should  be  remodeled  l,y  usiug  a more  comfortal.le,  higher  back  of 
spring  rattan  and  by  proper  sloping  of  seals  and  backs. 

The  sliding  platform  doors  operated  by  air  should  be  provided  with  a simple 
positive  mechanical  release  so  that  they  can  be  opened  by  passengers  in  case  of 

emergency.  This  device  should  be  uuder  the  proper  restriction  of  motorman  or 
couductor. 

These  cars  are  also  iusufficieutly  provided  with  steadying  devices,  which  causes 
ail  unusual  number  of  accidents  by  passengers  falling  on  cars.  Suitable  grab- 
landles  on  the  backs  of  the  proposed  cross  seats,  and  grab-handles,  horizontal 
rails  or  stanchious  on  platlorms  should  be  provided,  to  reduce  this  risk. 
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The  number  and  eaijacity  of  the  electric  heaters  on  this  car  should  be  doubled  in 
Older  to  secure  tlie  heating  effect  of  the  small  single-truck  Philadelphia  car,  and 
the  usual  heating  effect  of  standard  cars  of  other  cities. 

The  present  nninber  of  lights  should  be  doubled  in  order  to  provide  the  amount 
of  lighting  usual  in  modern  standard  cars  of  this  size. 

Both  the  line  and  destination  signs  are  of  poor  design  and  insufficiently  illu- 
minated. Transparent  line  signs  should  be  used  on  the  front,  rear  and  sides  of  the 
monitor  and  illuminated  from  the  car.  A destination  sign  should  be  placed  in 
the  center  of  the  front  and  rear  vestibule  directly  under  the  hood,  independently 
illuminated. 

This  car  should  be  providc'd  v itli  the  usual  mechanical  sander  so  that  the  motor- 
man  can  drop  sand  on  tlie  track  when  necessary  for  an  emergency  stop. 

The  present  projecting  fenders  should  be  used  only  on  high  speed  lines  in  the 
suliurban  distric-ts  and  when  thus  used  should  be  properly  maintained.  Automatic 
wheel  guards  sliould  be  installed  for  city  service  in  place  of  the  projecting  fender. 
These  arc  placed  under  the  car  platform  iu  front  of  the  wheels  and  operate  auto- 
matically wdieu  the  Irii)  strikes  an  obstruction,  ddiey  have  been  found  to  be  of 
value  iu  the  reduction  of  fatal  accidents,  where  used  iu  other  cities.  Persons 
struck  constitute  a large  class  of  fatal  accidents  o<'curring  iu  Philadelphia.  With 
the  use  of  these  wheel  griar<ls  it  is  aihisable  to  change  the  di'sign  of  draw-head 
So  thaf  it  will  not  project  beyond  the  bumper. 


Other  Surface  Cars. 

As  a large  proportion  of  the  other  types  of  smface  cars  will,  it  is  assumed, 
be  discarded  within  a few  years,  it  is  believed  not  to  be  desirable  to  reconstruct 
them  except  for  the  requirements  of  safety.  We  would  recommend  that  all  surface 
cars  be  equipped  with  meclmnical  sanders,  automatic  wheel  guards  and  non-pro- 
jecting draw-heads,  ami  that  projecting  fenders  be  used  only  on  high-speed  lines 
in  the  suburbs. 

All  cars  not  painted  witbin  the  past  year  should  be  put  through  the  paint  shop, 
and  thereafter  paiute<l  and  varnished  on  a definite  schedule. 

AV^e  recommend  that  the  system  and  nomenclature  of  line  and  destination  signs 
be  entirely  rearranged  and  standardized. 


Subway-Elevated  Cars. 

The  preseni  subw'ay-elevated  cars  are  of  good  design  and  no  changes  are  recom- 
mended. 

New  Standard  Surface  Cars. 

It  is  assumed  tliat  the  new'  standard  car  for  Philadelphia  will  be  a two-motor, 
piepaymeut  car  with  windows  capable  of  large  opening,  which  would  make  it 
suitable  for  both  summer  and  winter  operation.  If  the  body  is  28  feet  long  with 
platforms  5'  (>"  long  (inside),  mounted  on  reversed,  center-beai'ing,  maximum- 
traction  trucks,  the  overhang  of  car  without  projecting  fender  wdien  operated  on 
the  standard  track  curve  at  50-foot  street  intersections  would  be  approximately 
the  same  as  the  bumper  on  the  present  Pay-AVithin  car,  and  about  18  inches  less 
than  the  overhang  of  the  fender  on  the  present  car.  Consequently  the  length  of 
body  might  be  30  feet  if  found  desirable,  or  even  longer  if  operated  on  same  lines. 
For  the  purpose  of  this  report  we  have  assumed  the  use  of  a 28-foot  cross-seat  car 
as  generally  practicable,  with  seating  and  standing  capacity  of  76  passengers  on 
the  basis  recommended. 
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This,  with  a car  S'  4"  wide  with  skeleton  sides  and  34-inch  seats,  wouid  per- 
mit of  an  aisie  28  inches  wide.  'With  exits  from  both  rear  ami  front  piatforms, 
and  with  tiie  recommended  iimit  of  car  load,  this  width  of  aisle,  should  be  found 
practicable  from  an  operating'  standpoint. 

Our  recommendations  upon  tlie  points  of  design  especially  affecting  the  traveling 
public,  are  as  follows: 

The  illuminated  line  and  destination  signs  should  be  of  the  same  type  as 
recommended  for  the  Pay- 'Within  ear. 

The  height  of  the  step  should  be  from  14  to  15  inches  and  the  width  of  step 
at  least  11  inches.  The  step  should  be  folding  or  protected  and  should  have 
safety  tread. 

The  folding  platform  doors  should  be  mechanically  operated  by  motorman  or 
conductor  and  should  be  kept  closed  while  the  car  is  in  motion.  The  bulkheads 
should  be  open  and  all  passageways  should  be  at  least  2.3  inches  in  the  clear.  The 
conductor  should  be  located  on  the  rear  platform  behind  a suitable  rail  or  steady- 
ing device. 

The  seats  and  backs  should  be  of  spring  rattan,  of  comfortable  height  and 
properly  sloped. 

4he  restibule  vindows  should  be  given  full  oxrening.  INIonitors  should  be  fixed 
shut  and  there  should  be  provided  sufficient  roof  or  monitor  automatic  ventilators. 

There  should  be  installed  IG  electric  heaters  of  a total  rated  capacity  of  12 
amperes. 

Twenty  IG  caudle  power  incandescent  lamps  should  be  used;  15  inside  the  car 
arranged  in  single  sockets  on  the  ceiling  and  lower  decks,  1 on  each  platform, 
2 for  destination  signs  and  1 for  headlight. 

There  should  be  a passengers'  push-button  signal  on  each  side  post  of  car  with 
electric  bell  or  buzzer  on  platforms. 

Mechanical  sanders  and  automatic  wheel  guards  should  be  installed.  Draw- 
heads  sliould  not  project  beyond  bumpers. 


Kstimated  Cost  of  Additional  Equipment. 

The  addition  of  489  cars,  if  all  motor  cars  of  the  above  standard,  would  in- 
volve an  expenditure  of  car  equipment  and  equivalent  additional  capacity  of  power 
house  and  feeder  system,  car  houses  and  shops,  which  we  estimate  at  approxi- 
mately .87,126,000.  The  recommended  changes  in  present  Pay-'Within  and  other 
surface  car  equipment  are  estimated  to  cost  not  more  than  .$.500,000.  Twelve  ad- 
ditional cars  for  the  subway-elevated  line  would  cost  about  .$144,000.  These  recom- 
mendations, therefore,  involve  a total  expenditure  to  secure  the  recommended  car 
capacity  needed  ixi  October,  1910,  of  approximately  .$7,770,000,  and  are  exclu- 
sive of  betterments  and  extensions  of  track  ami  line.  WiUi  a uonuni  rate  of 
growth  we  estimate  that  at  lea.st  100  additional  cars  iier  ,vear.  with  i.ower  ami 
storage  ca[)acity,  will  Ijc  needed  iu  provide  for  adilitional  Iraffic. 


REROUTING  PLAN. 


We  find  that  the  tu-eseut  routing  of  cars  in  I'liiladelphia  is  poorly  ai-ranged  bolli 
from  standpoints  of  public  convenience  and  economical  ojicrntion.  The  delivery 
district  trackage  is  not  accessible  to  lines  from  all  sections  of  (he  citv.  Line.s 
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through  the  residence  districts  are  not  spaced  uniformly,  and  many  lines  were 
located  originally  under  competitive  conditions  on  narrow  streets,  with  numerous 
curves  and  frequently  crossing  each  other.  We  submit  in  the  detailed  report,  a 
statement  of  the  general  principles  involved , and  have  therein  developed  a tentative 
plan  of  rerouting  covering  the  entire  city,  based  on  these  principles  and  upon  the 
information  derived  from  observations  and  passenger  counts.  This  plan  is  suggested 
as  an  approach  to  the  subject,  and  is  presented  for  discussion  and  study.  A final 
plan  of  rerouting  should  be  adopted  by  agreement  of  all  parties  interested  and 
should  be  put  into  effect  as  soon  as  practicable. 

We  would  refer  you  to  the  detailed  report  for  information  regarding  physical 
property,  car  maintenance,  accidents,  regularity  of  schedules  and  comparisons 
with  street  railway  systems  of  other  large  cities. 
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LAW  CREATING  THE  PENNSYLVANIA  STATE  RAILROAD 
COMMISSION,  APPROVED  MAY  31,  1907. 


No.  250. 


AN  ACT 


To  provide  for  the  appointment  of  a Railroad  Commission ; pre- 
scribins  the  membership  of  said  Commission,  the  manner  and 
term  of  the  appointnient  of  its  members ; defining  their  powers 
and  duties  with  reference  to  common  carriers,  and  in  relation 
to  making  recommendations  to  the  Attorney  General  and  Sec- 
retary of  Internal  Affairs  concerning  the  regulation,  control, 
and  management  of  common  carriers  within  the  Common- 
wealth : defining  what  the  term  “common  carrier”  shall  in- 
clude : providing'  for  the  appointment  of  subordinate  officers 
and  the  employment  of  expert  and  clerical  employes  by  said 
Commission:  fixing  the  salaries  of  the  members  of  said  Com- 
mission and  its  subordinate  officers : providing  for  the  com- 
pensation of  its  employes  ; limiting  the  annual  expense  of  said 
( 'ommission ; and  making  an  appropriation  for  the  payment 
thereof. 


r’eniis.vlvania 
State  Railroad 
(A*mmission. 


Term  of  mem- 
hcrs. 


t'aca  ncios. 


( liairman. 


Spcretai'y,  attor- 
ne.v  and  marsli.al. 
Piitips  of  secre- 
tar.T. 


Section  I.  Be  it  enacted,  &c. , That  a Commission  is  hereby 
created,  to  be  known  as  thi‘  I’ennsyl vania  State  Railroad  Com- 
mission, which  sliall  be  composed  of  three  competent  persons, 
aL)pointod  Iiy  tlie  Governor,  li.v  and  with  the  advice  and  consent 
of  the  Senate,  at  least  one  of  whom  shall  be  learned  in  tbe  law. 
The  Commissioners  first  appointed  under  this  act  shall  continue 
in  office  for  the  term  of  three,  four,  and  five  years,  respectively, 
as  designated  by  the  Governor  in  making  said  appointments,  from 
the  first  IMonday  of  January,  Anno  Domini  one  thousand  nine 
hundred  and  eight,  and  until  their  respective  successors  shall 
have  been  appointed  and  shall  have  qualified ; but  their  succes- 
sors shall  be  appointed  for  the  term  of  five  years ; and  when  a 
^•acancy  shall  occur  in  the  office  of  any  Commissioner,  a Com- 
missioner shall,  in  like  manner,  be  appointed  for  the  residue  of 
the  term.  If  the  Senate  shall  not  be  in  session  when  this  act  is 
approved  or  a vacancy  occurs,  the  Governor  shall  appoint  the 
original  Commission,  or,  in  case  of  a vacancy,  appoint  a Com- 
missioner to  fill  such  vacancy  sub,iect  to  the  approval  of  the 
Senate  when  convened.  No  vacancy  in  the  Commission  shall  im- 
pair the  right  of  the  remaining  Commissioners  to  exercise  all  the 
rights  of  the  Commission.  The  Governor  shall  designate  one  of 
the  membei's  of  said  Commission  as  chairman  thereof,  who,  when 
pi'esent,  shall  preside  at  all  meetings,  and  in  his  absence  the 
member  whose  term  will  first  expire  shall  preside. 

Section  2.  The  Commission  shall  have  a secretary,  an  attor- 
ney, and  a marshal,  who  .shall  be  appointed  by  it,  sub.iect  to  the 
approval  of  the  Governor,  and  serve  during  its  pleasure.  The 
secretary  shall  keep  a full  and  faithful  record  of  the  proceedings 
of  the  Commission,  and  be  the  custodian  of  its  records,  and  file 
and  preserve  at  its  general  office  all  books,  maps,  documents. 
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and  papers  entrusted  to  its  care,  and  be  responsible  to  the  Com- 
mission for  the  same.  Under  the  direction  of  the  Commission, 
he  shall  be  its  chief  executive  officer:  shall  have  general  charge 
of  its  general  office,  superintend  its  clerical  business,  conduct  its 
correspondence,  be  the  medium  of  its  decisions,  recoramedations, 
and  requests,  prepare  for  service  such  papers  and  notices  as  maj' 
be  required  of  him  b.v  the  Commission,  and  perform  such  other 
duties  as  the  Commission  may  prescribe  ; and  he  shall  har  e power 
to^  administer  oaths  in  all  cases  pertaining  to  the  duties  of  his 
office.  He  shall  have  the  power  to  designate,  from  time  to  time, 
one  of  the  clerks  appointed  by  the  Commission,  to  act  as  assist- 
ant secretary  during  his  absence  from  the  county  of  Dauphin, 
and  the  clerk  so  appointed,  for  the  time  designated,  shall,  within 
tlie  county  of  Dauphin  only,  possess  the  powers  conferred  by 
this  sectiokL  upon  the  secretary  of  the  Commission. 

The  attorney  shall  attend  the  hearings  of  the  Commission,  con-  i,„iiex  „f  afior- 
duet  the  examination  of  rvituesses  when  requested  to  do  so  by  the 
Cojuniission,  assist  the  Attorney  General  in  all  actions  brought  by 
him  incidental  to  the  recommendations  and  rulings  of  the  Com- 
mission and  perform  such  other  duties  as  may  be  required  of  him 
bj'  the  Commission. 


The  marshall  shall  attend  the  hearings  of  the  Commission, 
serve  such  papers  as  the  (.'onimission  may  direct,  and  perform 
such  other  duties  as  may  be  required  by  the  Commission. 

Section  3.  The  Commission  may  also,  as  occasion  may  require, 
appoint,  to  serve  during  its  pleasure,  the  following  officers,  or 
any  of  them:  An  accountant,  who  shall  be  thoroughly  skilled  in 
iMlroad  accounting,  and  who  shall,  under  the  direction  of  the 
Commission,  make  examinations  of  the  books  and  accounts  of 
common  carriers,  supervise  the  quarterly  and  annual  reports 
made  by  them  to  the  Commission,  and  perform  such  other  duties 
as  the  Commission  may  prescribe:  an  inspector,  who  shall  be  a 
civil  engineer,  skilled  in  railroad  affairs:  also  an  inspector,  wlio 
shall  be  an  expert  in  electrical  affairs  ; each  of  whom  shall  make 
such  inspection  of  railroadsand  other  matters  relating  thereto  as 
directed  by  the  Commission,  and  report  to  it.  The  Commission 
may  also  employ  such  additional  Herical  force  as  may  be  necessary 
foi  the  tranactiou  of  the  business,  and  such  engineers,  account- 
ants ami  other  experts,  whose  service  they  deem  to  be  of  tem- 
poi-ary  importance  in  conducting  any  investigation  authorized  by 
law,  as  said  Commission  may  deem  necessary. 

Section  4.  Each  Commissioner  and  every  person  appointed  to 
office  by  the  Commission  shall,  before  entering  upon  the  duties 
of  his  office,  take  and  subscribe  the  constitutional  oath  of  office. 
No  person  shall  be  appointed  a member  of  the  Commission,  or  hold 
any  office,  place  or  position  under  it,  who  occupies  any  official 
relation  to  any  common  carrier,  doing  business  in  Ihe  State  of 
I’ennsplvauia  or  elsewhere,  or  owns  stock  or  bonds  therein,  or 
who  IS  an  any  manner  pecuniarily  interested  therein,  directly 
or  indirectly;  nor  shall  any  member,  officer,  or  employ  of  the 
Commision,  eitlier  personally  or  through  a partner  or  agent, 
lendei  any  professional  services  for  or  against  an.v  common 
caner  subject  to  the  provisshms  of  this  act,  except  as  herein 
provided. 
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Section  5.  The  principal  office  of  the  Commission  shall  be  in 
the  city  of  Harrisburg,  in  rooms  designated  by  the  Board  of 
Public  Grounds  and  Buildings;  and  the  Commission,  or  a quorum 
thereof,  shall  meet  in  Harrisburg  as  ofleu  as  shall  be  requisite 
for  the  performance  of  its  duties. 

The  Commission  shall  have  an  official  seal,  to  be  prepared  by 
the  Secretary  of  the  Commonwealth;  and  its  offices,  upon  the 
requisition  of  the  secretary  of,  the  said  commission,  shall  be 
supplied  with  the  necessary  stationery,  office-furniture,  and  sup- 
plies by  the  Board  of  Public  Grounds  and  Buildings;  and  provi- 
sions for  the  necessary  funds  for  the  same  shall  be  made  as  an 
item  in  the  Board  of  Bublic  Grounds  and  Buildings  fund  in  the 
general  appropriation  bill  ; and  said  Commission  shall  have  pre- 
pared for  it,  by  the  Superintendent  of  Public  Printing  and  Binding, 
the  necessary  books,  maps,  printing,  and  stationery  for  the  dis- 
charge of  its  duties,  which  shall  be  furnished  upon  the  requisition 
of  its  secretary. 

The  Commision  may  conduct  its  proceedings  in  such  manner 
as  will  best  conduce  to  the  proper  dispatch  of  business  and  to 
the  ends  of  justice.  A majority  of  the  Commission  shall  consti- 
tute a quorum  for  the  transaction  of  business  ; but  no  Commis- 
sioner shall  participate  in  any  hearing  or  proceeding  in  which 
he  has  any  pecuniary  interest.  Said  Commission  may,  from  lime 
to  time,  make  or  amend  such  general  rules  or  orders  as  it  may 
determine  for  the  orderly  regulation  of  proceedings  before  it,  in- 
cluding forms  of  notices  and  the  service  thereof.  Any  party  may 
appear  before  said  Commission , and  be  heard  in  person  or  by 
attorney.  Every  vote  and  official  act  of  the  Commission  shall 
be  entered  of  record and  its  proceedings  shall  be  public  upon 
the  request  of  either  party  interested.  All  examinations  or  inves- 
tigations made  by  the  Commission  may  be  held  and  taken  by  and 
before  any  of  the  Commissioners,  by  order  of  the  Commission,  and 
the  proceedings,  recommendations,  and  decisions  of  such  single 
Commissioner  shall  be  deemed  to  be  the  proceedings,  recommen- 
dations, and  decisions  of  the  Commission  when  approved  and  con- 
firmed by  it. 

Section  6.  The  term  “common  carrier,”  as  used  in  this  act, 
shall  apply  to  all  corporations,  or  any  person  or  persons,  within 
the  State,  engaged  in  the  transportation  of  freight  or  passengers 
by  means  of  railroads  or  by  water,  or  partly  by  railroad  and 
partly  by  water,  including  electric  railway  companies,  street  rail- 
way companies,  elevated  railway  companies,  underground,  ele- 
vated, or  subway  passenger  railway  companies,  bridges  and 
ferries,  when  used  in  connection  with  the  transportation  of  freight 
or  passengers  upon  any  such  railroad  or  railway ; pipe-line  com- 
panies engaged  in  the  transportation  of  oil,  either  by  means  of 
pipe-lines,  or  by  water,  or  partly  by  means  of  pipe-lines  and 
partly  by  means  of  railroads  or  railways,  or  partly  by  means  of 
pipe-lines  and  partly  by  means  of  water ; sleeping-  and  drawing- 
room car  companies  engaged  in  transporting  passengers  upon  any 
such  railroad  ; express  companies  engaged  in  transporting  property 
upon  any  such  railroad,  electric  railway,  street  railway,  or  by 
water ; and  telegraph  or  telephone  companies. 
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Section  7.  The  Commission  shall  have  power  to  administer 
oaths  in  all  matters  in  relation  to  its  duties,  so  far  as  necessary 
to  enable  it  discharge  such  dntie.s.  It  shall  have  full  power  and 
authority  to  inquire  into  the  management  of  the  business  of  all 
common  carriers,  including  freight  and  pa.ssenger  rates  and  tariffs, 
the  equitable  distribution  of  cars,  the  granting  of  sidings  and 
regulation  of  crossings,  the  location  of  freight-  and  passenger- 
staLons,  the  adequacy  of  facilities  for  the  carriage  and  transpor- 
tation of  freight  and  passengers,  the  use  and  compensation  for 
cars  owned  or  controlled  by  persons  other  than  the  carrier,  and, 
generally,  all  matters  incident  to  the  performance  of  their  public 
duties,  and  their  compliance  with  the  provisions  of  their  char- 
tei-s  and  the  laws  of  the  land. 

Section  8.  Any  person,  firm,  corporation,  or  any  mercantile, 
agricultural,  or  manufacturing  society,  or  any  body  politic  or 
municipal  organization,  complaining  of  any  thing  done  or  omitted 
to  be  done  by  any  common  carrier  subject  to  the  provisions  of 
this  act,  in  violation  of  law  or  of  any  decision,  regulation,  or 
recommendation  of  the  Commission,  may  apply  to  the  Commis- 
sion by  petition,  which  shall  briefly  state  the  facts;  whereupon  a 
smteinent  of  the  charges  thus  made  shall  be  forwarded  by  the 
Commission  to  such  common  carrier,  who  shall  be  called  upon 
to  satisfy  the  complaint,  or  to  answer  the  same,  in  reasonable 
time,  to  be  specified  by  the  Commission.  If  such  common  car- 
rier, within  the  time  specified,  shall  make  reparation  for  the  in- 
jury alleged  to  have  been  done,  said  carrier  shall  bo  relieved  of 
liability  to  the  complainant,  only  for  the  specific  violation  of 
law  complained  of.  If  such  common  carrier  shall  not  satisfy 
the  complaint,  within  the  time  specified,  and  there  shall  appear 
to  be  any  reasonable  ground  for  investigating  said  complaint,  it 
shall  be  the  duty  of  the  Commission  to  investigate  the  matters 
complained  of,  in  such  manner  and  by  such  means  as  it  shall 
deem  proper.  Said  Commission  may  institute  any  inquiry  of  its 
own  motion,  in  the  same  manner  and  to  the  same  effect  as  though 
complaint  had  been  made.  No  complaint  shall,  at  any  time  be 
dismissed  because  of  the  absence  of  direct  damage  to  the  com- 
plainant. The  Commission  is  authorized  and  empowered  and  it 
Hhall  be  Its  duty,  whenever,  after  full  hearing  upon  a complaint 
as  aforesaid,  it  shall  be  of  the  opinion  that  any  of  the  rates  or 
charges  whatsoever,  demanded,  charged  or  collected  by  anv  com- 
mon carrier  or  carritq-s  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  act  are 
unjust  or  unreasonable,  or  unjustly  discriminatory  or  unduly 
preferential  or  prejudicial,  or  otherwise  in  violation  of  any  pro- 
vision of  law,  or  that  any  regulation  or  practice  in  respect  to 
transportation  is  unjust,  unfair,  or  unreasonable,  and  in  viola- 
tion of  law,  to  decide  and  recommend  what  will  be  the  just  •iiid 
reasonable  rate  or  rates,  charge  or  charges,  to  be  thereafter 
observed  in  such  case  as  the  maximum  to  be  charged,  and  what 
regulation  or  practice  in  respect  to  transportation  is  just  fair 
and  reasonable,  to  be  thereafter  followed. 

Section  9.^  If  the  owner  of  property  transported  by  eomniou 
earners  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  act,  directly  or  indi- 
rectly renders  any  service  connected  with  such  transportation  or 


Power  ami  aii- 
tliority  of  llie 
Commission. 


Complaints. 


Petition. 


Reparation. 


Investigation. 

Iniiuiry. 


Duly  of  Cominis 
Sion. 


Deoision  ami 
recommemlatioii. 


Participation  of 
owner. 


154 


ANNUAL  tiEPORT  OF  THE 


Off.  Doc. 


Reasonable 

charge. 


Kiglit  of  entry. 


Kxaininatinu. 


Xiil>po(‘nn. 


Disobedionre  of 
subpoena. 


Order  (if  C'lui't. 


('laiui  of  len- 
ileucy  Id  iiu-rim- 
iiKi  te. 


I’roviso. 

I'er.liiry. 


Absentee. 


Contempt. 

Fine. 


furnishes  any  instrumentality  used  therein,  the  charge  and  al- 
lowance therefor  shall  not  be  more  than  is  just  and  reasonable, 
and  the  Commission  may,  after  hearing  on  a complaint,  deter- 
mine what  is  a reasonable  charge  as  the  maximum  to  be  paid 
by  the  carrier  or  carriers  for  the  service  so  rendered  or  for  the 
instrumentality  so  furnished. 

Section  lU.  The  Commissioners,  or  any  of  them,  in  the  per- 
formance of  their  official  duties,  or  any  person  in  the  office  of  said 
Commission  and  specially  delegated  by  the  Commission  for  that 
purpose,  may  enter,  and  remain  during  business  hours  in,  the 
cars,  offices,  and  depots,  and  upon  the  railroads,  of  any  common 
carrier,  within  (he  State  or  doing  business  therein,  and  may 
examine  (he  books  and  affairs  of  any  such  common  carrier ; and 
in  all  proceedings  before  the  Commission,  under  a complaint  duly 
filed,  the  Commission  shall  have  power  to  require,  by  subpoena, 
the  attendance  and  teslimony  of  the  witnesses,  and  the  produc- 
tion of  all  books,  papers,  tariff's,  contracts,  agreements  aud  doeu- 
iiicuts  relating  to  any  iiiatler  cjiihraced  within  said  complaint. 

And  in  case  of  disobcdii'iice  to  a subpoena,  I he  Commission, 
oi-  au>  party  tc  a proceeding  hefure  the  ( 'onimission , may  invoke 
the  aul  <if  a euiirt  of  cummon  pleas,  wilhiii  whose  jurisdiction 
the  complaint  is  carrieil  on,  in  I'lMpiiring  the  atlendance  and  tes- 
limun.v  of  witnesses,  anil  Ihe  pi'oiluel imi  of  books,  Ln'liers,  and 
documenls,  under  the  io.'o\isious  of  this  seetion. 

Any  of  the  common  iileas  cuiu'ts  of  I Ids  State,  within  whose 
jurisdirtiuu  such  heariug  or  complaint  is  beiug  carried  ou,  may, 
iu  ease  of  contumacy  or  refusal  to  obey  a subpoena,  issue  to  any 
common  carrier  subject  to  the  iirovisious  of  this  act,  or  other  per- 
sons an  order  requiring  such  common  carrier  or  other  person  to 
appear  before  said  Commission, — and  produce  books  and  papers, 
if  so  ordered, — aud  give  evidence  toucldiig  tlie  matter  in  ques- 
tion: and  any  failure  to  obey  such  order  of  tlie  court  may  be 
punislied  by  said  court  as  contempt  thereof. 

Tlie  claim  tliat  any  sueli  testimony  or  evidence,  documentary 
or  otlierwise,  may  tend  to  criminate  the  witness  giving  such  evi- 
dence, or  suliject  him  to  a penalty  of  forfeiture,  sliall  not  excuse 
sucli  witness  from  teslitying ; but  no  person  sliall  be  jeose- 
cuted,  or  subjected  to  auy  penalty  or  forfeiture,  for  or  on  account 
of  any  trausaction , matter,  or  tiling  concerning  which  he  may 
testify  or  produce  evidence,  documentary  or  otherwise,  before 
said  commission,  or  in  oliedieuee  to  its  subpoena  or  the  subpoena 
of  file  said  court:  i’rovided,  Tliat  no  person  testifying  sliall  be 

exempt  from  prosecution  and  punishment  for  perjury  in  so  testi- 
fying. If  such  person  be  an  officer  or  director  of  a common  car- 
rier subject  to  tlie  provisions  of  this  act,  being  a party  to  tlie  pro- 
ceedings before  tlie  Commission,  or  if  auy  person,  being  au  offi- 
cer  or  director  of  sueli  common  earrier,  sliall  absent  liimself  from 
the  jurisdiction  of  file  Stale,  or  conceal  himself,  for  tlie  purpose 
of  avoidiug  service  of  sucli  subpoena,  he  shall  be  adjudged  guilty 
of  contempt ; aud  the  said  court  of  common  pleas  may  impose  a 
hue,  not  less  tliau  one  lumdred  dollars  for  each  day  during  the 
continuance  of  sucli  refusal  or  neglect : aud  if  the  said  court  shall 
find  that  the  uegleel:  or  refusal  of  sucli  witness  is  occasioned  by 


No.  2S. 


l‘ENNSTr,VAMA  STATE  EATEKOAD  COiMMISSION. 


155 


tlie  advice  or  consent  of  such  common  carrier,  in  default  of  pay- 
ment of  said  fine  tlie  same  shall  be  collected  from  said  common 
carrier,  hy  an  action  in  the  said  court  of  common  pleas  in  ariy 
county  in  the  State,  as  other  like  fines  and  penalties  are  now 
recovered  l>y  law.  Imprisonment  for  contempt  shall  he  l)y  com- 
mitment lo  the  county  jail  of  the  county  in  which  sucli  hearing  is 
held. 

Section  II.  llie  Commission  may  also  take  testimony  upon, 
and  have  a hearing  for  and  against,  any  proposed  change  of  law 
relating  to  common  carriers,  or  of  the  general  railroad  law,  if 
requested  to  do  so  by  the  Secretary  of  Internal  Affairs,  I he  Legis- 
lature, or  by  the  Committee  on  Railroads  of  tlie  Senate  or  House 
of  Representatives,  or  by  the  Governor;  and  may  take  such 
testimony,  and  liave  such  a hearing,  when  requested  by  any  of 
said  common  carriers,  corporation,  or  person  interested:  and 
shall  recommend  and  draft  such  bills  as  will,  in  its  judgment, 
piotect  the  interests  of  llie  public  in  connection  with  common 
ca  rriers. 


Section  12.  The  I'ommissioii 
rier,  subject  to  its  jurisdielioii , 
nual  repoi’t,  as  filed  wilh  the 
siou  of  the  United  States;  and 
ject  to  this  act,  and  not  subject 
mission,  may  require  that  such 
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ports  in  the  form  pre.scribed  by  the  C'oramission. 


Section  13.  The  Commission  shall  investigate  the  cause  of  any 
accident  on  the  lines  or  property  of  any  common  carriei',  resulting 
in  loss  of  life  or  injury  to  persons,  within  thirty  da’ys  of  the 
happening  of  said  accident,  when,  in  their  judgment,  said  acci- 
dent shall  require  investigation ; and  shall  advise  said  common 
carrier  of  the  result  of  said  investigation,  within  sixty  days  from 
the  happening  of  said  accident,  and  shall  include  the  result  of 
said  investigation  in  their  reports.  Before  making  any  such  ex- 
amination or  investigation,  under  this  section,  reasonable  notice 
shall  be  given  to  the  corporation,  person,  or  persons,  conducting 
and  managing  such  common  carrier,  of  the  time  and  place  of  com- 
mencing the  same.  The  general  superintendent  or  manager  of 
every  common  carrier  shall  inform  the  Commission  of  any  such 
accident  immediately  after  its  occurrence. 


^ If  the  examination  of  Ihe  hooks  and  affairs  of  a common  car- 
rier, or  of  witnesses  in  its  employ,  shall  be  necessary  in  the  course 
of  any  hearing  on  complaint,  as  hereinbefore  provided,  or  exam- 
ination or  investigation  into  its  affairs,  the  Commission,  or  a 
member  thereof  designated  by  it  shall  sit  for  such  purpose,  in 
the  city  or  town  of  this  State  where  the  pi'inci|)al  business  office 
of  such  common  carrier  is  situated,  if  requested  so  to  do  by  the 
common  carrier;  but  the  Commission  may  requii’e  copies  of  books 
and  papers,  or  abstracts  thereof,  to  be  sent  to  it  to  any  part  of 
the  State.  The  Commission  may  issue  commissions  to  take  the 
testimony  of  absent,  infirm,  or  waygoing  witnesses,  according  to 
the  rules  of  the  courts  of  equity. 

Section  14.  The  Commission  shall  have  power  to  recommend 
the  manner,  under  existing  laws,  in  which  one  railroad,  street 
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railway,  electric  railway,  or  other  common  carrier,  may  cross 
another  railroad,  street  railway,  or  electric  railway,  at  grade, 
or  above  or  below  grade,  and  what  safety  appliances  and  regula- 
tions should  be  adopted  at  such  crossings,  or  at  existing  grade- 
crossings  of  railroads,  street  railways,  electric  railways,  or  other 
common  carriers,  with  other  railroads,  street  railways,  and  elec- 
tric railways,  for  the  protection  of  the  public  and  the  prevention 
of  accidents. 

The  Commission  shall  also  have  power  to  recommend  the  form 
in  which  schedules  or  tariffs  of  rates,  fares,  charges,  and  dis- 
tribution of  cars  shall  be  posted  and  published,  and  make  such 
change  or  changes  therein,  from  time  to  time,  as  shall  be  found 
expedient. 

Section  15.  If  it  shall  appear  to  the  Commission  that  any  com- 
mon carrier,  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  act,  has  violated 
any  provision  of  law,  or  neglected  in  any  respect  to  comply  with 
I he  terms  of  its  charter,  or  unjustly  discriminates  in  its  charges 
for  services,  or  usurps  any  authority  not  granted  by  law,  it  shall 
give  notice,  in  writing,  thereof  to  the  said  common  carrier;  and, 
if  the  violation,  neglect,  or  refusal  is  continued  after  such  notice,' 
the  Commis.sion  shall  forthwith  certify  the  matter  to  the  Attorney 
General  of  the  C’ommonwealth , for  such  action  according  to  law 
as  the  public  interests  may  require. 

Section  16.  Every  recommendation,  decision,  or  ruling  of 
the  Commission  shall  be  forthwith  forwarded,  by  mail,  to  the 
president,  secretary,  or  other  chief  officer,  of  the  common  car- 
rier affected  thereby,  at  his  usual  place  of  business,  and  a copy 
thereof  and  the  registered  mail-receipt  shall  be  ijrima  facie  evi- 
dence of  the  receipt  of  said  recommendation,  decision,  or  ruling 
by  the  person  to  whom  addressed,  in  due  course  of  mail. 

The  Commission  is  authorized  to  modify  its  recommendations, 
decisions,  or  rulings,  upon  such  notice  and  in  such  manner  as  it 
shall  deem  proper.  It  shall  be  the  duty  of  said  common  carrier, 
within  thirty  days  from  the  receipt  of  notice  of  the  making  of 
any  recommendation,  decision,  or  ruling,  to  notify  the  Commis- 
sion of  its  intention  to  comply  or  to  refuse  to  comply  therewith.  * 

Section  17.  If,  after  an  examination  of  the  same,  it  shall 
appear  to  the  Commission  that  any  of  the  rates  or  charges  es- 
tablished or  demanded  by  any  common  carrier  are  excessive  and 
unreasonable;  or  that  repairs,  additions,  alterations,  or  changes 
in  or  upon  any  property  of  a common  carier,  subject  to  the  pro- 
visions of  this  act,  and  used  by  it  as  such,  are  necessary;  or  that 
any  additional  stations  are  necessary;  or  additional  train-service 
(o  any  station,  or  that  any  addition  to  the  rolling-stock,  or  any 
addition  to  or  change  of  a station  or  station-houses,  are  necessary; 
or  that  additional  terminal  facilities  should  be  afforded;  or  that 
any  change  of  the  rates  of  fare  for  transporting  freight  or  pas- 
sengers, or  in  the  mode  of  operating  the  road,  or  conducting 
its  business,  are  reasonable  and  expedient,  in  order  to  promote 
the  security,  convenience,  and  accommodation  of  the  public, — 
the  Commission  shall  give  notice  thereof,  and  information  in 
writing,  to  the  common  carrier, 'of  the  improvement  and  changes 
which  said  Commission  deem  proper,  and  shall  give  such  com- 
mon carrier  an  opportunity  for  a full  hearing  in  relation  thereto ; 
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and  if  the  common  carrier  refuses  or  neglects  to  make  such  re- 
pairs, improvements,  or  changes  within  a reasonable  time  aftei; 
such  information  and  hearing,  or  fails  to  satisfy  the  Commission 
that  no  action  is  required  to  be  taken  by  it,  the  Commission  shall 
certify  to  the  Secretary  of  Internal  Affairs  and  the  Attorney 
General  of  the  Commonwealth  the  facts  relating  thereto,  for 
their  action  according  to  law,  as  the  public  interests  may  require, 

and  report  the  same  in  detail  in  its  next  succeeding  report  to  the 
Governor. 

The  Commission  may,  whenever  in  its  opinion  the  public  inter- 
ests require,  in  connection  with  any  proposed  increase  in  the  capi- 
tal stock,  bonds,  or  other  fixed  indebtedness  of  any  common  car- 
rier subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  act,  employ  competent  ex- 
perts to  investigate  the  character,  cost,  and  valuation  of  the 
property  of  such  common  carrier,  and  the  necessity  for  the  pro- 
posed increase  of  capital  or  indebtedness,  and  shall  report  to  the 
ecretery  of  Internal  Affairs  of  the  Commonwealth  the  result  of 
such  investigation,  for  his  consideration  and  action. 

Section  18.  No  examination,  request,  or  advice  of  the  Com- 
mission, nor  any  investigation  or  report  made  by  it,  shall  impair 
m any  manner  or  degree  the  legal  rights,  duties,  or  obligations 
of  any  common  carier,  or  its  legal  liabilities  for  the  consequences 

ot  Its  act,  or  of  the  neglect  or  mismanagement  of  any  of  its  agents 
or  employes. 

thifrc^“/n  provisions  of 

his  act  shall,  on  request,  furnish  the  Commission  any  necessary 

re  b?  r Commission  concerning  the  rates  of 

leight,  for  transporting  freight  and  passengers  upon  its  road  and 
other  roads  with  which  its  business  is  connected,  and  the  con- 
ition  management,  and  operation  of  its  road,  and  shall,  on 
equest,  furnish  to  the  Commission  copies  of  all  contracts  and 
greements,  leases,  or  other  engagements  entered  into  by  it  with 
any  person  or  corporation.  The  Commissioners  shall  not  give 
publicity  to  such  information,  contracts,  agreements,  leases,  or 
o er  engagements,  if,  in  their  judgment,  the  public  interest  do 
not  require  it,  or  the  welfare  and  prosperity  of  the  common  ear- 
ners of  the  State  might  be  thereby  affected.  The  enumeration  of 
powers,  as  herein  set  forth,  shall  not  exclude  any  power  which 

he  Commission  would  otherwise  have  under  the  provisions  of 
tnis  act. 

Section  20.  All  subpoenas  shall  be  issued  by  the  secretarv 
when  directed  by  the  Commission  or  by  any  two  members  thereof’ 
and  may  be  served  by  any  person,  of  full  age,  authorized  by  the 
Commission  to  sen-e  the  same.  The  fees  of  witnesses  before  the 
< ommissmn  shall  be  two  dollars  for  each  day’s  attendance,  and 
''"  I’  "'“'e  of  travel,  by  the  nearest  generally-trav- 

att  7^'  returning  from  the  place  where  the 

attendance  of  the  witness  is  required.  The  fees  for  service  of  sub- 
poenas shall  be  the  same  as  those  allowed  sheriffs  for  similar  ser- 
vices,  and  such  fees,  and  the  fees  and  mileage  of  witnesses,  shall 
udited  by  the  Auditor  General,  and  paid  by  the  State  Treas- 
urer on  a certificate  of  the  secretary  of  the  Commission,  out  of 
moneys  appropriated  for  such  purposes, 
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Ihe  Commission  shall  charge  autl  collect  the  following  fees:  For 
copies  of  pnpi'rs  and  I’ecovds,  not  required  to  be  certified  or  other- 
wise authenticated  by  the  Commission,  ten  cents  for  each  folio 
of  one  hundred  words;  for  certified  copies  of  official  documents 
filed  in  its  office,  fifteen  cents  for  each  folio,  and  one  dollar  for 
every  certificate,  under  seal,  affixed  thereto;  for  each  certified 
copy  of  the  quarterly  report  made  by  a railroad  corporation  to  the 
Commission,  lifty  cents;  for  each  certified  copy  of  evidence  and 
for  proceedi4S's  before  the  Board,  fifteen  cents  for  each  folio.  No 
fees  shall  be  charged  or  collected  for  copies  of  papers,  records 
or  official  documents  furnished  to  public  officers  for  use  in  their 
official  capacity,  or  for  the  annual  reports  of  the  Commission  in 
the  ordinary  course  of  distribution.  All  fees  charged  and  collected 
by  the  Commission  shall  be  paid,  as  received,  to  the  State  Treas- 
urer, for  the  use  of  the  Commonwealth,  accompanied  by  a detailed 
statement  thereof,  a copy  of  which  shall  be  filed  with  the  Auditor 
General. 

Section  HI.  The  Commission  shall  make  an  Annual  Report, 
on  or  before  the  second  Monday  of  January  in  each  year,  to 
the  Governor,  and  a duplicate  thereof  shall  be  filed  with  the  Sec- 
relar.v  of  Internal  Afl'airs,  which  shall  contain: — 

hirst.— A I'ccni'd  of  Iheir  ini‘i'tjnj;s,  and  an  abstract  of  their 
proceedings  during  Ihe  preceding  yea)'. 

Second.  -The  result  of  any  examination  or  investigation  made 
by  them. 

J'hird. — Such  statements,  facts,  and  explanations  as  will  dis- 
close the  actual  workings  and  operations  of  common  carriers  in 
their  relations  to  the  business  and  jirospority  of  the  State;  and 
such  suggestions  as  to  the  general  policy  of  the  State,  or  the 
amendment  of  its  laws,  or  the  condition,  affairs,  or  conduct  of 
any  common  carrier,  as  may  seem  to  them  appropriate. 

Fourth. — Grafts  of  all  bills  suggested  or  recommended  by 
them,  and  Ihe  reasons  therefor. 

Fifth. — Snell  tables  and  abstracts  of  all  the  reports  of  all  the 
common  carriers  as  they  may  deem  expedient. 

Sixth. — A statement  in  detail  of  the  traveling  expenses  and  dis- 
bursements of  the  Commissioners,  their  clerks,  marshal,  and 
experts. 

Two  thousand  five  hundred  copies  of  the  Report,  with  the 
reports  of  the  common  carriers  of  the  State,  shall  be  printed  as 
a public  document  of  the  State,  bound  in  cloth,  for  the  use  of 
the  Gonunissimiers,  and  to  he  distributed  by  them,  in  their  dis- 
cretion, to  the  officers  of  the  common  carriers  and  other  persons 
interested  therein. 

Copies  of  all  official  documents,  filed  or  deposited  according 
to  law  in  the  office  of  the  Commission,  shall  he  evidence  in  like 
manner  as  the  original. 

Section  22.  The  Commission  shall  certify  each  of  its  decisions, 
rulings,  and  recommendations  to  the  Secretary  of  Internal  Affairs 
of  the  Commonwealth  and  the  Attorney  General,  for  their  con- 
sideration and  action  according  to  law,  as  the  public  interests 
may  require.  Copies  of  said  decisions,  rulings,  and  recommen- 
dations shall  be  furnished  to  the  complainant  and  the  common 
carrier  or  carriers  affected  thereby. 
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NothiuK  in  the  act  shall  be  construed  to  impair  the  power  and  Power  ami  au- 

. , ■ e tliority  of  Secre- 

authoi'ity  of  the  Secretary  ot  Internal  Affairs,  in  tlie  exercise  ot  tm-y  pf  internal 

the  general  supervision  over  railroads,  canals,  and  other  transpor-  At'iaiis. 

tation  companies,  vested  in  him  by  the  Constitution  and  laws  of 

this  Commonwealth. 

Section  28.  The  annual  salary  of  each  Comm'issioner  shall  be  Salaries, 
eight  thousand  dollars;  of  the  secretary,  four  thousand  dollars; 
of  the  attorney,  four  thousand  dollars;  of  the  marshal,  twenty- 
five  hundred  dollars  ; and  the  compensation  of  the  accountant  and 
of  the  inspector,  and  of  such  other  employes  as  the  Commission 
may  from  time  to  time  employ,  shall  be  such  sums  as  the  Com- 
mission may  fix.  In  the  discharge  of  their  official  duties,  the 
Commissioners  shall  have  reimbursed  to  them  the  necessary  and 
actual  traveling  expenses  and  disbursements  of  themselies,  their 
officers,  clerks,  and  experts.  All  salaries  and  disbursements, 
when  properly  certified  by  the  secretary  of  the  Commission,  shall 
be  audited  and  allowed  by  the  Auditor  General,  who  shall  draw  his 
warrant  therefor  upon  the  State  Treasurer,  to  be  paid  out  of 
moneys  appropriated  for  such  purposes. 

Section  24.  The  total  annual  expenses  of  the  Commission  in  Total  annual  ex- 
carrying into  effect  the  provisions  of  this  act  shall  not  exceed  one 
hundred  thousand  dollars  ; and  the  sum  of  one  hundred  and  fifty 
thousand  dollars,  or  so  much  thereof  as  may  be  necessary,  is 
hereby  specifically  appropriated  for  the  payment  of  said  expenses  Appropriation, 
for  the  fiscal  years  ending  May  thirty-first.  Anno  Domini  one 
thousand  nine  hundred  and  nine. 

Section  25.  This  act  shall  go  into  effect  on  the  first  Monday  of  Act  to  go  into 
January,  Anno  Domini  one  thousand  nine  hundred  and  eight; 
and  all  laws  or  parts  of  laws  inconsistent  herewith  are  hereby 
repealed. 
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RULES  OF  PRACTICE 

BEFORE  THE 

PENNSYLVANIA  STATE  RAILROAD  COMMISSION. 

ADOPTED  AND  PRESCRIBED  BY  THE  COMMISSION 

REVISED  MARCH  1,  1910 


Rule  1. 

GENERAL  SESSIONS:  The  office  of  the  Coiiiinissiuii  iu  the  Capitol  Building 

in  the  City  of  Harrisburg,  shall  always  be  open  during  business  hours,  legal  holidays 
and  Sundays  excepted. 

The  regular  sessions  of  the  Commission  shall  be  held  at  its  office  in  the  Capitol 
Building  at  Harrisburg  on  the  first  Tuesday  of  each  month,  e.xcept  the  months  of 
August  anil  September,  and  except  when  such  meeting  days  fall  on  a legal  holiday, 
when  it  shall  be  held  on  the  next  day  thereafter. 

Rule  2. 

COiMFLAlNTS:  No  particular  form  of  complaint  is  required.  The  name  of  the 

corporation  complained  against  must  be  stated  in  full  and  the  full  name  and  post  office 
address  of  the  complainant,  with  the  full  name  and  address  of  his  attorney  or 
counsel,  if  any,  must  be  given..  The  act  or  omission  complained  of,  together  with 
the  facts  and  conditions  generally  relating  thereto  must  be  stated  with  precision,  and 
if  such  act  or  ommissiou  is  claimed  to  be  a violation  of  any  statute,  attention  should 
be  called  to  the  section  of  the  statute  relied  upon.  Complaints  need  not  be  sworn 
to.  Three  copies  for  each  party  to  the  record  of  every  formal  pleading  shall  be  filed 
with  the  original  for  the  use  of  the  Commission  and  the  adverse  party  if  desired. 
All  papers  filed  shall  be  written  on  one  side  of  the  sheet  only. 

Rule  3. 

SATISFACTION  OF  COMPLAINT  AND  ANSWER,  UNDER  SECTION  8 
OF  THE  RAILROAD  COMMISSION  LAW:  The  person  or  corporation  com- 

plained against  shall  satisfy  the  complaint  or  make  answer  thereto  wdthin  fifteen  days. 
If  the  complaint  is  satisfied,  both  the  complainant  and  respondent  must  notify  the 
Commission  thereof  promptly  and  give  the  terms  of  the  settlement. 

Rule  4. 

HEARINGS  UPON  ANSWER  TO  COMPLAINTS  UNDER  SECTION  8 0F 
THE  RAILROAD  COMMISSION  LAW:  After  the  filing  of  an  answer  to  the 

complaint  as  provided  in  Rule  3,  a time  and  place  for  hearing  upon  the  issue  may  be 
appointed,  notice  of  which  will  be  served  upon  all  parties  and  the  proceedings  there- 
after will  be  as  the  Commission  shall  from  time  to  time  direct. 

Rule  5. 

OTHER  COMPLAINTS:  Complaints  w'hich  in  the  opinion  of  the  Commission 

are  not  of  such  nature  as  to  permit  of  their  satisfaction  under  the  provisions  of 
Section  8 of  the  Railroad  Commission  Law  may  be  investigated  by  it  in  such  manner 
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as  it  .leeins  proper  without  notice  to  the  person  or  corporation  comnlaine.l  a<.ain-r 
A copy  of  the  Complaint  and  of  the  report,  if  any,  upon  the  ex  parte  investCatio  i 
may  he  served  by  mail  upon  the  party  or  corporation  complained  against  who'sha 
be  requested  to  make  answer  to  the  same  within  fifteen  (1.5,  days 

I po.yece.pt  ot  such  answer  a time  and  place  may  he  appointed  for  a hearin-^ 
ion  compla.nt  and  answer,  notice  of  which  will  he  served  hv  .nail  on  aU 

Zl7irZ.  ««  <-'om.nissio..  shall'  from  time  to 

Rule  6. 

ySWEIlS:  The  attswer  must  specifically  admit  or  deny  the  material  allegations 

Rule  7. 

NOTICE  IN  NATURE  OF  DEMTTRRPP-  a 
on  the  respondent  and  file  a cotjv'with  th  r ■ ■ thereof 


Rule  8. 

L 'e,!«n  “*  " ™.v  W C„, 


Aw.lk.a,l«„.  to”,™!, *0^^  onZ*"^  T 1 

by  an  affidavit  showing  a necessity  therefor.  ' 


Rule  10. 

Commission,  i^af '"hy  i^ipuhtir^-  fi'^c-eeding  or  investigation  before  the 

the  facts  or  any  p;rtion  upon 

be  regarded  and  used  as  evidence  on  the 'Lrin“’“lT " 
thus  agreed  upon  wherever  practicable. 


is  desirable  that  the  facts  be 


I'KOSIOCTTE  CO.ai.I..A,.C.T:  ,n„„ev„ 
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of  the  case,  for  a period  of  fifteen  (l.j)  days  after  requested  so  to  do,  the  Commission 
may  forthwith  dismiss  the  case,  unless,  in  its  opinion,  it  is  of  suflicient  public  in- 
terest and  concern  to  demand  its  further  prosecution  and  determination,  in  which 
event  subsequent  proceedings  may  be  conducted  as  if  the  case  had  been  instituted 
by  the  Commission. 

Rule  12. 

I’RACTICE  ON  HEARINGS;  The  complainant  must  in  all  cases  establish  the 
facts  alleged  to  constitute  a violation  of  the  law,  unless  the  defendant  admits  the 
same  or  fails  to  answer  the  Complaint.  The  defendant  must  also  give  evidence  of 
the  facts  alleged  in  the  answer,  unless  admitted  by  the  complainant,  and  must  fully 
disclose  its  defense  at  the  hearing.  Witnesses  may  be  examined  orally  before  the 
Commission  unless  the  facts  be  stipulated.  In  case  of  failure  to  answer,  the  Com- 
mission will  take  such  proof  of  the  facts  as  may  be  deemed  proper  and  reasonable 
and  make  such  order  thereon  as  the  circumstances  of  the  case  appear  to  require. 


Rule  13. 

DOCUMENTARY  EVIDENCE;  Where  relevant  and  material  matter  offered 
in  evidence  is  embraced  in  a written  or  printed  statement,  book  or  document  of  any 
kind  containing  other  matter  not  material  or  relevent  and  not  intended  to  put  in 
evidence,  such  statement,  book  or  document  in  whole  shall  not  be  received  or  al- 
lowed to  be  filed,  but  counsel  or  other  party  offering  the  same  shall  present  in 
convenient  and  proper  form  for  filing,  a copy  of  such  material  and  relevant  matter, 
and  that  only  shall  be  received  and  allowed  to  be  filed  as  evidence  and  made  a part 
of  the  record;  provided,  however,  if  practicable,  such  matter  may  be  read  and  taken 
down  by  the  stenographer  as  part  of  the  record.  If  the  correctness  of  such  copy  is 
questioned  the  same  shall  be  verified  by  an  examination  of  the  original  in  such  a 
manner  as  the  Commission  may  direct. 

Rule  14. 

COMIMISSIONS  TO  TAKE  TESTIMONY;  The  testimony  of  any  witness 
may  be  taken  by  deposition  ;it  the  instance  of  a party,  in  any  proceedings  oi  in- 
vestigation before  the  Commission,  and  at  any  time  after  the  same  is  at  issue.  The 
Commission  may  order  testimony  to  be  taken  by  deposition,  in  any  proceeding  or 
investigation  pending  before  it,  at  any  stage  of  such  proceeding  or  investiga- 
tion. Such  deposition  may  be  taken  before  any  judge  of  any  court  of  the 
United  States,  or  any  commissioner  of  a circuit,  or  any  clerk  of  a district  or 
circuit  court,  or  any  justice  or  judge  of  a supreme  or  superior  court,  judge  of  a court 
of  common  pleas  of  any  of  the  United  States,  or  any  notary  public,  not 
being  of  counsel  or  attorney  *to  either  of  the  parties,  or  otherwise  in- 
terested in  the  proceeding  or  investigation.  The  same  notice  of  taking  de- 
position that  is  required  by  the  Pennsylvania  Equity  rules  in  taking  deposition 
in  civil  cases  must  be  given  in  writing  by  the  party  or  his  attorney  proposing  to  take 
such  deposition  to  the  opposite  party  or  his  attorney  of  record,  which  notice  shall 
state  the  name  of  the  witness  and  the  time  and  place  of  the  taking  of  his  deposition, 
and  like  notice  shall  be  given  the  Secretary. 

Every  person  whose  deposition  is  taken  shall  be  sworn  (or  may  affirm)  to  testif.v 
the  whole  truth,  and  shall  be  carefully  examined.  His  testimony  shall  be  reduced  to 
writing,  which  may  be  typewriting,  by  the  magistrate  taking  the  deposition,  or 
under  his  direction,  and  shall,  after  it  has  been  reduced  to  writing,  be  subscribed  by 
the  witness. 
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Rule  15. 


printed  briefs  containing  legal  arguments  T ot'^erwise  .specially  ordered, 

filed  on  behalf  of  the  partiel  Thev  shall  ' stations  of  cases  relied  upon  shall  be 
upon  by  the  party  filing  the  same  and  in  ®'>stract  of  the  evidence  relied 

pages  of  the  minutes  where  the  evidence  appeLV'^The  I’**"' 

follow  the  statement  of  the  case  and  urecedp  H ' " evidence  shall 

the  Commission  and  served  h aT 

within  fifteen  days  after  the  receipt  of 

ties  within  ten  days  Tfter  reclt  of  other  party  or  par- 

have  five  days  additional  time  for  replT”  r sl^all 

any  case.  Ten  copies  of  each  b ief  s H T"  ^ 

the  Secretary,  and  shall  he  accompanit!  liy  an  Th" 

verse  party.  Three  copies  shall  In  a .i  ‘ ®hoi\ mg  .service  upon  the  ad- 

Eriefs  and  other  papers  shall  be  ••  Ti  ®orved  upon  the  adverse  party, 

inches  wide,  with  the  printed  paop'^”^°  ^ inches  long  and  seven 

wide,  e.xcept  in  special  cases-  wlmn'^irtl" 

in:practicable,  upon  special  oMer  tn;,-  ma  "brcZwifttrm  - 

Rule  16. 

Whenever  a party  is  required  Jt;  i ^ RULES  DEFINED: 

financial  condition  shall  be  given  so  far  as  financial  condition,  such 

ne.ved  to  and  referred  to  and  properlv  des’  appropriate  schedules  an- 

cription  of  each  mortgage  upon  propertv  af  h stock;  (4)  brief  des- 

name  of  trustee,  amouMM  inlMl^rrut^oitlToT’ 

of  indebtedness  actually  secured  - (5)  niimbe.-  i s'^^^mcd  thereby  and  amount 

issued,  describing  each  class  separatel  • • amount  of  bonds  authorized  and 
interest,  date  of  matiiritf  ami  W sp^^  f-7f  -te  of 

classes  and  describing  security,  if  anv-"ri  ’ ’ndebtedness,  giving  same  by 

fiscal  year  and  rate  thereof,  if  diffm-en't  interest  paid  during  previous 

iSi  amount  of  dividends  paid  d • ' amount  paid  at  each  rate- 

taiW  , IT,  °L  <»'  .lei 

'litiou  « cl„,  o(,  fc'J  ‘ *'■'»>  *'»»  'iu?  con- 
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Pains,  Edward,  vs.  The  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company, 

Paltimore  t&  Ohio  Railroad  Company, 

American  Sheet  i&  Tin  I'late  Company,  in  re  claim  of, 

Automobile  Club  of  Delaware  County,  vs.,  

Rerkebile  Lumber  Company,  vs.,  

Borough  of  Ridley  Park,  vs.,  

W.  II.  Cox  & Company,  vs 

Frank  Froelich,  vs.,  

O.  B.  Lay,  vs.,  

George  B.  Moore,  vs.,  

G.  G.  Stitzinger  & Company,  claim  of,  

B.  LT.  Taylor  Company,  vs.,  

Walker  Electric  Company,  vs.,  

Washington  County,  Residents  of,  vs.,  
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Beer,  overcharge  in  express  rate,  

Beighlcy,  John  F.  vs.  The  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company, 
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Berkehile  Lumber  Company  vs.  Baltomire  & Ohio  Railroad  Company, 

Bessemer  & Lake  Erie  Railroad  Compauj', 

John  I’.  Sullivan,  vs.,  
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pany and  Lehigh  A^alley  Railroad  Company,  

Billits,  classification  of,  Pittsburgh  to  Homestead,  

Bradley  Company,  AValter  T.  vs.  I’hiladelphia  A Reading  Railway  Company, 

Brehm,  Levan  II.  vs.  I’hiladelphia  A Reading  Railway  ( ompany 

Brian  A Company,  II.  I.  vs.  I’ennsylvauia  Railroad  Company 

Brinser,  A.  S.  vs.  I’ennsylvania  Railroad  Company,  

Buckley,  Elton  J.  vs.  I’ennsylvania  Railroad  Company, 

Bucks  County  Electric  Railway  Company  and  New  Jersey  A I’eunsylvania 

Traction  Company,  Henry  J.  Shoemaker,  vs.,  

Buffalo  A Lake  Erie  Traction  Company,  J.  0.  McAIiller,  vs.,  

Buffalo  A Susquehatuia  Railroad  Company  and  New  York  A I’eiinsylvania 

Raihvay  Company,  Residents  of  Genesee,  vs.,  

Buffet  cars,  regulation  governing,  

C'arbide,  rate  on,  Harrisburg  to  AVinfield 

Carbon  Transit  Company,  G.  M.  Engel,  vs.,  

Card,  James  Van  Dyck  vs.  Lehigh  Valley  Railroad  Company,  

Carriage,  rates  on  shipment  of,  Trenton  to  Frankford 

Cars,  insufficient  clearance  between,  

Cast{)r,  Fred  L.  vs.  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company,  

Cement,  rate  on,  Evansville  to  Philadelphia,  ,... 

refusal  to  make  a joint  rate,  Evansville  to  Scranton, 
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Cenrral  District  & ITinting  Telegraph  Company,  I.  Kahauowitz,  vs 

('entral  1‘eimsylvania  Traction  Company,  Citizens  of  Middletown,  vs. 

Certificate  of  the  Eailroad  Commissioners  of  the  State  of  Penn.sylvania  to 

the  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Maine,  

Chalfonte,  accident,  Philadelphia  and  Reading  Railway  Company,.....!.! 
(.’harity  rates,  

Checking  bicycle,  IVest  I'hiiadelphia  to  Queen  Lane 

Cinders,  overcharge  on  two  cars  of,  Washington  to  Mt.  Dallas 

Coal,  excessive  rate  on,  

Coke,  overcharge,  Clare  to  Meadville 

Columbia  A Port  Deposit  Railroad  Company,  Christian  E.  Qnade,  et  al.,  vs. 
f orpse,  fare  of  attendant  accompanying, 
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Accident  at  Edwardsville, 
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I’ennsylvania  Railroad  Company, 

Station  due  to  speed  of  trains  passing 


Delaware,  Lackawanna  A AVestern  Railroad  Company  an<l  Lehigh  VMley 
Railroad  Company,  Billings  A Kelder,  vs., 

Delaware,  Lackawanna  A AA'estern  Railroad  Company  and  Philadelphia  A 

lieading  Railway  Company,  Allentown  Portland  Cement  Co.,  vs., 

Delay  in  delivery  of  shipment  of  horses,  

Demurrage  charges,  excessive 
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on  private  car 
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two  cars  scrap  iron  at  Bessemer 
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Brothers,  a's.,  
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D.t  kes.  b.  L. , John  Iloheuadel  and  J.  AAh  Ferguson  vs.  Philadelphia  A Read- 
ing Railway  Company,  

I^ast  I>ro.ad  Lop  Railroad  A Coal  Company, 

M.  A.  Detwiler,  vs.,  

Josepli  A.  Kephart,  vs.,  
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Edwardsville . accident  on  Delaware  & Hudson  River  Railroad  Company,.... 

Eggs,  ventilation  of  cars  containing  shipment  of,  

Electrical  apparatus,  classification  of,  I’hiladelphia  to  Pittsburgli 

Elk  Tanning  Company  vs.  The  I’ennsylvania  Railroad  Company 

Embargo,  failure  to  move  shii>ment  on  account  of,  

Engel,  ( ’.  M..  vs.  Carbon  Transit  Company,  

Erie  Railroad  Company, 

accident  at  Riderville 

Citizens  of  Sugar  Drove,  Freehold  and  Pittsfield,  Warren  county. 

Pa.,  vs.,  

Corry  Hide  & Fur  Company,  vs.,  

.T.  M.  Little,  et  ah,  vs.,  

I’lioenix  Iron  l\’orks,  vs.,  

Evans,  8.  L. , vs.  I'hiladelphia  A Reading  Railway  (,’ompany,  

Evening  Telegraph  of  Philadeli)hia , et  al.,  vs.  Philadelphia  Rapid  Transit 

Company . . . . 

Ewing,  Haskell,  vs.  Philadelphia  A Reading  Railway  Company, 

Excess  fare,  overcharge  in,  Philadelphia  to  Pittsburg 

Excursion  tickets,  stoi)-<>ver  privileges,  

Express,  beer  overcharge  in  rate 

cliar,ges 

delivery  limits.  City  of  Harrisburg,  

eggs,  refusal  to  accept  except  at  owners  risk 

excessive,  on  tub  ice  cream  South  Rethlehem  to  <Iuakertown 

loss  occasioned  by  delay  in  making  delivery 

overcharge  in  shipments  of,  Ambridge  to  Hartstown, 

Failure  to  move  shipment  on  account  of  embargo  on  consignee,  

Fairs,  excursion  rates  to 

Fairview  Township,  Residents  of,  vs.  Northern  (.'entral  Railway  (,'o 

Fare,  alleged  excessive.  Eaglesmere  and  Philadelichia , 

attendant  accompanying  corpse,  

exaction  of.  from  Huntingdon  Street  to  Green  I.ane,  

excess,  alleged  exorbitant,  Erie  to  Grove  City,  

excessive.  Angora  Station  to  P.road  Street,  

excessive,  Greenville  and  Erie,  Pa.,  

extra.  South  Rethleluun  to  Sayre,  I’a.,  

passenger,  discrimination  in,  

passenger,  iMifflinburg  to  Natrona 

passenger,  Mt.  .Tewett  to  Kane,  

rate  of.  Chambersbnrg  to  Hanover 

rates  of,  Pittsburgh  and  Buffalo,  

refusal  to  refund,  overcharge  collected  on  train,  

Feature  Amusement  Enterprise  Company,  Complaint  of 

Fergirson,  .T.  W. , .John  Hohenadel  and  C.  Iv.  Dykes  vs.  Philadelphia  A 

Reading  Railway  Company,  

Fertilizers,  rates  on.  I’hiladelphia  to  icoints  in  Tioga  county 

Fishing  Creek  Valley.  Citizens  of.  vs.  Philadelphia  A Reading  Railway 

Company  and  The  I’ennsylvania  Railroad  Coinicany,  .- 

Fitzsimmons,  Charles,  vs.  Pittsburgh  A Butler  Street  Railway  Co.,  

Freight  train,  blocking  of  highway,  

Froelich,  Frank,  vs.  Baltimore  A Ohio  Railroad  Company, 

Front  platforms,  carrying  of  passengers  on,  
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vinne.r  S.  AI.  O.,  vs.  Ji  linstown  Telephone  Comiiany,  . . 

Kirk,  (’ha.s.  AA’. , vs.  Philadelphia  Rapid  Transit  Company . . . ' o-’> 
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Kirk,  Thomas,  vs.  The  I’ennsylvania  Railroad  Coropany,  88 

Kitiauuiiig  Telephone  Company  vs.  Tittsburgh  & Allegheny  Street  Railway 

Company,  90 

Knight,  William  T. , vs.  I’hiladelphia  Rapid  Transit  Company, 92 

Kurtz  Siding,  accident  on  I’hiladelphia  Reading  Railway  Company,  ....  133 

Laderer's  W.  C. , Carriage  Factory  vs.  Railroad  Companies,  50 

Lake  Shore  iC  Michigan  Southern  Railway  Company,  John  F.  Miles,  vs.,..  107 

Lay,  O.  R.,  vs.  L’altimore  A Ohio  Railroad  Company,  94 

I.eedoin,  AValter  F. , et  ah,  vs.  Tlie  I’enusylvania  Railroad  Company, 104 

Lehigh  A New  England  Railroad  Company,  R.  C.  Reynolds  vs 61 

Lehigh  I'alley  Itailroad  Company  and  Delaware,  Lackawanna  A Western 

Railroad  Company,  Rillings  A Kelder  vs.,  91 

Lehigh  I'alley  Railroad  Company, 

I’eck  Lumber  Manufacturing  Company,  vs.,  116 

Stanwood,  I.  11.,  vs.,  88 

\'an  liyck  Card,  James,  vs 94 

Lehigh  I'alley  Transit  Comiiany, 

accident  at  Mouutaiuville,  132 

Kcsler,  Mrs.  Elizabeth  .J.,  vs.,  60 

I.ewisburg,  Milton  A Watsonto-wu  I’asseuger  Railway  Company,  Business 

Men's  Association  of  Milton,  La.,  vs.,  74 

Liquor,  discrimination  in  shipments  of,  31 

Little,  J.  M.  et  ah,  vs.  Erie  Railroad  Company,  100 

l.ittle  and  .Son,  A.  Claim  of,  Williamsport  A North  Branch  Railroad 

Company,  in  re,  62 

l.ogan  Valley  Grange  vs.  Altoona  A Logan  Valley  Electric  Railway  Co 6.3 

Loss  on  shipment  of  shoes.  95 

Lumber,  overcharge  on,  41 

refund  on  shipment  of 62 

reparation  on,  to  Alicia  Mines,  51 

Lytle,  Clinton,  vs.  The  I’enn.sylvania  Railroad  Company 92 

Mace,  Jj.  M.,  vs.  I’hiladelphia  A Reading  Railway  Company,  50 

Mauheim,  Borough  of,  vs.  I’hiladelphia  A Reading  Railway  Company, 78 

Mathieu  ISrothers  Company  vs.  Northern  Central  Railway  Company,  75 

Matter,  W.  L,  vs.  Northern  Central  Railway  Company,  83 

Mazurie,  William  H.,  vs.  I’ittsburgh  Railways  Company, 75 

Method  of  lighting  cars,  116 

Mesta  Machine  Company  vs.  The  lAnnsylvania  Railroad  Company,  56 

Middletown,  Citizens  of,  vs.  Central  I’ennsylvania  Traction  Company, 108 

IMidway,  Borough  of,  vs.  I’ittsburgh,  Cincinnati,  Chicago  A St.  Louis 

Railway  Company,  60 

Miles,  John  F. , vs.  Lake  Shore  A Michigan  Southern  Railway  Company,...  107 

Milk,  refrigerator  service,  lack  of,  79 

regulations,  governing  loading  of,  33-105 

rate,  I'icksburg  to  Lewisburg,  Ii4 

IMilton  Fair  A Northumberland  County  Agricultural  Association  vs.  I’hila- 
delphia A Reading  Railwa.v  Company,  82 

Milton,  I’a.,  Business  Men’s  Association  of,  vs.  Lewisburg,  Milton  A Wat- 

sontown  I’assenger  Railway  Company,  74 

Moore,  George  B. , vs.  Baltimore  A Ohio  Railroad  Company,  70 

Morris,  P.  II.,  vs.  Philadelphia  A Reading  Railway  Company,  53 

Mountaiuville,  accident  on  Lehigh  Valley  Transit  Company, 132 
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Moyer,  Howard  R.,  vs.  United  States  Express  Company,  81 

Musser,  J.  II.,  vs.  The  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company’  ’ ,,o 

Mutschler,  George  W.,  vs.  Philadelphia  & Reading  Railway  Companv!  T " i;3 

Myers,  K.,  vs.  Philadelphia  & Reading  Railway  Company 57 

McFetndge,  G.  Louis,  vs.  Allegheny  Valley  Street  Railway ’companv  ...!  04 

McGinness,  F. , vs.  The  I'ullman  Company,  ’ 

Mcllvaine^  Brothers  vs.  Philadelphia  & Reading  Railway  Company  ", ' .’ .’ .' .'  ’ ’ ’ ’ 81 

- cEaughlm,  M.  .M.,  vs.  The  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company, <jl 

McMiller,  J.  C. , vs.  Buffalo  A Lake  Erie  Traction  Company,  77 

Nash,  M.  A.,  vs.  Eastern  I’ennsylvania  Railwavs  Company  204 

N^^  Jersey  A Pennsylvania  Traction  Company  and  Buck  ’couuC  Electric 

Railwaj’  Comitanj',  Henry  J,  Shoemaker,  vs.,  r- 

New  York  Central  A Hudson  River  Itailmad  Company, 

accident  at  Glen  Campbell,  ’ .0, 

Borough  of  Avis,  vs.,  

Citizens  of  Ulysses,  Pa.,  vs.,  

New  York,  Ontario  A Western  Railroad  Company," 

accident  at  Olyphant,  

N^-  York  A Pennsylvania  Railway  Company  and  Buffalo " A "susquehanna 

Eailroad  Company,  Residents  of  Genesee,  vs.,  g- 

New  York  Suscuehanna  A IVestern  Railroad  Company " and " WilkesHlarre  "a 

iarstern  Itailroad  Company,  C.  Howard  Palmer,  vs.,  in-, 

New  Wilmington  Telephone  Company  vs.  American  Union  Tel"eph"o"n"e"  Co".," ."  ."  GO 
^ oithein  Central  Railway  Company,  Mathieu  Brothers  Company,  vs 

M.  I.  Matter,  vs.,  ’ ' " 

Residents  of  Fairview  Township,  vs.,  ' iir 

Ohio  Iron  A Metal  Company  vs.  The  Pennsylvania  Railroad"  Company 9^ 

vs.  Pittsburgh,  Cincinnati,  Chicago  A St.  Louis  Railway  Company 

ana  i ennsylvauia  liailroad  Company,  

Oil  dust,  rate  on,  Wilkes-Barre  to  Harveys  Lake,  * ' ' o- 

Olyphant,  accident  on  New  York,  Ontario  A Western  Railroad  Company,  . " " 13"/ 

Overcharge,  apples,  Ledy  Station  to  Philadelphia oC 

Overcrowding  of  train,  ’ 

Overhead  bridge  across  yard  tracks 

Package,  alleged  overcharge,  Philadelphia  to  Tarentum , ." .' .’ 4," 

delivery,  discrimination  in,  ' 

Palmer,  C Howard  vs.  New  York,  Susquehamla  "a"  Western"  Ririii^oad  "coim  "" 

pauj  and  M ilkes-Barre  A Eastern  Railroad  Company ]Q2 

ark,  J.  'W.,  vs.  Adams  Express  Company,  ....  ’ ’ 

Parrie  A Company,  Ltd.,  vs.  Wilkes-Ba;;e , "Dahas"  A "Ha"r"^-evs"  Lake  Raic 

Passenger  and  freight  facilities,  at  Ardara,  

at  Rockwood,  

Passenger,  facilities  at  Lottsville , refusal  to  establish ’ " ." ."  ’ ' ."  ' .’  ’ .’ .'  ’ .'  ' ' ’ ' 2n2 

fare,  Mt.  Jewett  to  Kane,  

service,  abandonment  of,  on  Saylorsburg  Brandi*  * ’ ’ .*  ’ ’ * * ’ ’ ’ ’ jji 

tram,  discontinuance  of  leaving  Ivyland  at  5:43  A.  :M  for  Philr- 
pliia,  

train,  overcrowded  condition  of,  between  Pitts"b"u"i’g"h"  "uud  "Balti- 
i^ioro, 

-Q 

train  service,  

■ It)” 

train  service,  delay  in 

47 
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train  service,  inadequate.  P>orough  of  Parsons,  36 

train  service,  Sayre  and  Tunkhaunock 42 

Peck  Lumber  Company  vs.  I.elngh  \'alley  Railroad  (.'ompany,  116 

The  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company,  accident  at  East  Manor,  135 

American  Plate  Class  Company,  vs 103 

Edward  Rains,  vs 96 

David  Rau'ihman,  vs 55 

•Tolm  F.  P)eigliley,  vs 50 

II.  I.  Rri.in  A Company,  vs 9-3 

A.  S.  Hrinser.  vs .52  • 

Elton  .1.  Ruckley,  vs 116 

Fred  L.  ( astor.  vs 106 

('unningliam  Piano  (’ompany,  vs.,  101 

Elk  Tanning  Company,  vs.,  109 

Richard  Ileckscher  & Sons,  vs.,  71 

L.  II.  Heist,  vs 85 

.Josei>h  , .Toseph  & Rrothers  (’ompany,  vs 67 

Kirk,  Thomas,  vs..  88 

Walter  F.  Leedom.  et  ah,  vs.,  104 

(.’lintou  Lytle,  vs 92 

Mesta  Machine  (’ompany,  vs 56 

.1.  11.  Musser.  vs 93 

IM.  M.  IMcLaughlin,  vs 91 

Ohio  Iron  & iletal  Company,  vs 95 

Residents  of  Crosby,  vs 86 

Residents  of  Sherwood  and  Angora,  vs.,  61 

Ridge  View  Sand  Company,  vs 56 

Romlterger  A Cook,  vs.,  61 

L.  A.  Skinner,  et  ah,  vs.,  86 

Fred  Smith,  vs 66 

Frank  IV.  Stanton  A Company,  vs.,  87 

.7.  T’.  StiniauL  vs 78 

.1.  E.  Thurston,  vs.,  , 91 

Union  (’harcoal  Company,  vs 95 

IVilmer  M.  "Webb,  vs 59 

Robert  M.  IVilfong,  vs 107 

The  I’ennsylvania  Raili'oad  (’ompany  and  Philadelphia  A Reading  Railway 

Company,  (.’iti/.ens  of  Fishing  (.'reek  I'alley,  vs.,  75 

The  I’ennsylvania  Railroad  Company  and  I’ittsburgh,  Cincinnati,  Chicago  A 

St.  Louis  R.ailway  Company,  Ohio  Iron  A Metal  (.’ompany,  vs 62 

I’etrolenm  Telephone  Company,  .Johnstown  Telephone  Company  vs.  Rell 

Telephone  Company Ill 

J’hiladelphia , accident  on  Philadelphia  Rapid  Transit  Company,  130-134 

accident  on  Philadelphia  A Reading  Railway  Coiiipany, 131-135 

Philadelphia  A Easton  Electric  Railway  Company,  IV.  R.  .Jones,  vs., 95 

I’hila<lelphia  Rapid  Transit  Company,  accident  at  I’hiladelphia 130-1.34 

Employees  of  T’nited  States  Navy  Yard,  vs.,  114 

Evening  Telegraph  of  Philadelphia,  et  ah,  vs.,  100 

Stodvton  IV.  .Jones,  vs.,  110 

Charles  W.  Kirk,  vs. 93 

JVilliam  T.  Knight,  vs 92 

Wm.  11.  Sailor,  vs.,  63 

Charles  C.  Simmington,  vs 64 
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riiiladelphia  A Keailiiig  Railway  Coiiipany,  at-ddent  at  Clialfunri' 130 

acfidfiit  at  Kurtz  Siding ,3., 

accident  at  Rhiladcdphia,  i;!l-i;>5 

Allentown  A Portland  Cement  Company,  vs Kl 

Rorongli  of  Manheim,  vs -c 

alter  T.  Rradley  Company,  vs.,  -o 

liCvan  H.  Rrelim,  vs 1..- 

^ ’ It  )• ) 

M.  Dyer,  vs 

S.  L.  Evans,  vs.,  

Maskell  Ewing,  vs.,  ..  -r, 

, , I ! ) 

Harvey  (iomley,  et  al.,  vs.,  

I. ewis  R.  llaspell,  vs 

’ IM 

Howard  E.  Heckler,  vs.,  -j-,. 

John  Hohenadel,  C.  L.  Dykes  and  J.  IV.  Fergnsou,  vs.,  .....'.  r,4 

Jtdin  G.  Kaufman,  vs.,  

E.  II.  Mace,  vs.,  

P.  H.  Morris,  vs.,  -.3 

Milton  Fair  A Xorthnmherland  C'onnty  Agricnitnral  As.soi-ia- 

tion,  vs 

George  IV.  Mntscliler,  vs.,  ..., 

IV.  K.  Myers , vs. , 

Mcllvaine  Rrothers,  vs.,  

Matthew  Smith  and  Eeonard  Johnson,  \s. , ....  'jy 

Sulzberger  A Sons  t'ompany,  vs.,  

C.  C.  Tressler,  vs.,  

IVolf  A Shultz,  vs 

J.  F.  Ziegenfnss.  vs -jj 

Philadelphia  and  Reading  Railway  Company  and  Ddaware,  Eackawanna  A 

II  estern  Railroad  Company,  Allentown  Portlaml  Cenienr  Companv,  vs.,..  75 

hiladelphia  A Reading  Railway  Company  and  The  l-ennsylvania  Railroa.l 

Company,  Citizens  of  Fishing  Creek  Valley,  vs ' 

I'hoenix  Iron  IVoiks  vs.  Erie  Railroad  Company 

Pittsburgh  A Allegheny  Street  Railway  Company,  Kittanning  ' Telephone 
Company,  vs.,  

Pittsbnrgh  A Kntler  Street  Railway  Company,  Charles' FRzsinnnons  "vs  " " 

l.t^lmrgh,  Cincinnati,  Chicago  A St.  Eonis  Railway  Company,  Rorottgli 
01  Midway,  vs.,  

Pinsbtirg,  Cincinnati.  ( hicago  A St.  Eonis  Rail'way' ‘ami  ' IViurndvanhi 

^ Railroad  Companies,  Ohio  Iron  A .Metal  Company,  vs. ,y> 

Iittsbiirg  A I.ake  Erie  Railroad  Comiian.v,  Joseidi.  Joseph  A Rrothers  Co., 

VS.  , 

IV.  P).  Skinkle,  vs.,  

E.  G.  IVaid,  vs.,  

11  ilkoft  Rrothers  Comiiaiiy,  vs.,  

Pittsbnrgh  Railways  Company,  J.  E.  Di.xtii,  vs.,  ^7 

P-  IV,  Hnghe.v,  vs.,  7 

11  illiam  H.  Maznrie,  vs. 

I’rivate  car.  demurrage  charges  on 

Prowell,  IVeb.sterM..  vs.  Valley  Traction  Companv,  . i i i 

Pullman  Company,  The.  F.  McGiiiniiess , v.s ’ 

11  illiam  M.  Stonebraker,  vs.,  

Pullman,  rate  for  seat,  sleeping  car,  JohnstOAvn  to  .IRooim  70 
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Pullmaus,  reselling  of  seats,  

Quarle,  Cliristian  F.  et  al. , vs.  Columbia  & Port  Iteposit  Railroad  Co 

Railroad  Comv'<anies,  W.  C.  Ladeier's  Carriage  Factory,  vs.,  

Railroads  reporting  no  accidents,  

Rate,  barrels,  Wilkes- P>arre  to  Dalmatia 

carbide,  Harrisburg  to  Winfield 

cement,  Evansville  to  I'biladelpbia 

coal  excessive,  

coke,  Clare  to  ^leadville 

bark.  Standing  Stone  to  Noxen 

Charity 

electrical  ai)paratus,  Philadelphia  to  Pittsbni-gh,  

excessive  for  movements  between  plants,  

excessive.  Hunters  Run  to  Sunbnry,  

excursion  to  fairs 

fertilizer,  Philadelphia  to  ])oints  in  Tioga  c<)unt.y 

hay.  New  Albany  to  East  Stroudsburg,  

market  baskets  on  trains,  

milk,  Vicksburg  to  T.ewisburg,  

oil  dust,  Wilkes-IIarre  to  Harveys  Lake,  

on  carriage,  Trenton  to  Frankfurd,  

on  ice  cream,  iSIillersburg  to  Lykens,  

on  sand,  Daguscabonda  to  Kane,  

refusal  to  make  joint,  on  cement  Evansville  to  Scranton, 

runabout  bed,  Mt.  Union  to  Three  Springs,  

sand,  discriminatory  rate,  

sand.  Walnut  P>end  to  Pittsburgh,  

seat  on  sleeping  car,  Jobn.stown  to  Altoona,  

scrap  iron,  Rurnham  to  Huff,  

scrap  iron,  excessive,  ^■intondale  to  Indiana,  

Reading  Transit  Company,  II.  ,AI.  Fry,  vs.,  

Charles  Richards,  vs.,  

Refrigerator  service,  lack  of,  on  trains  carrying  milk  into  Philadelphia,.... 

Refund  of  amount  paid  into  relief  fund,  

Refund  on  unused  portion  of  im^nthly  ticket,  

Refusal  to  accept  consignments  unless  indemnified  against  loss  or  damage,  . . 

to  erect  switch 

to  renew  contract  for  telephone  except  at  increased  rates, 

Regulations  governing  loading  of  milk,  

Relief  fund,  refund  of  amount  paid  into 

Report,  Ford,  Paeon  and  Davis,  Philadelphia  Rapid  Transit  Co.,  in  re  com- 
plaint against,  

Reynolds,  R.  C. , vs.  Lehigh  & New  England  Railroad  Company,  

Richards,  Charles,  vs.  Reading  Transit  Company,  

Riderville,  accident  on  Erie  Railroad  Company,  

Ridge  View  Sand  Company  vs.  The  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company, 

Ridgley,  Frank  II.  and  George  .Johnson  vs.  The  Pell  Telephone  Co., 

Ridley  Park,  Porough  of,  vs.  The  Paltimore  & Ohio  Railroad  Co.,  

Romberger  I'c  Cook  vs.  The  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company,  

Rules  of  I’ractice,  

Runabout  bed,  excessive  rate,  Mt.  Union  to  Three  Springs,  

Sailor,  Wtu.  II. , vs.  Philadelphia  Rapid  Transit  Company,  
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Sand  gTinding,  rate  discriminator.v 2n3 

moulding,  refund  on  shipment  of,  Fairview  to  Erie 

rate  on,  Daguscalioiida  to  Kane .33 

rates  on.  Walnut  P.end  to  Pittsburgh,  .-,,5 

Scrap  iron,  demurrage  diarges  at  P>essemer,  dj) 

rate  Rurnbam  to  Huff r^- 

rate  excessive,  Vintondale  to  Indiana,  43 

Seats,  reselling  of,  in  Pulinian 34 

Service,  inefficient,  Johnstown  and  Berlin  Branches tOl) 

regnlations,  governing  in.  Imffet  cars,  

Sheet  bars,  refund  on  rate,  48  cars  Bessemer  to  (’onnellsville T.l 

Sherwood  and  Angora,  Residents  of.  vs.  The  1‘ennsylvania  Railroad  Co.,...  til 

Shipping  facilities,  lack  of,  at  Aker  and  Hopewell 4P 

Shipments  of  electrical  apparatus,  classification  of,  Philadelphia  to  Pitts- 

burffh fTi 



Shoemaker,  Henry  J..  vs.  Bucks  County  Electric  Railwa.v.  Company  and 

New  .lersey  & Pennsylvania  Traction  Company,  5.j 

Shoes,  loss  on  shipment  of q- 

Siding  facilities  at  Rising  Springs  St,ation,  

petition  for,  IMcIlvaine  Bros.  ... 

O-i 

Simington,  Charles  C. , vs.  Philadelphia  Rapid  Transit  Co.,  R4 

Skinkle.  V.  !>.,  vs.  I’ittshurgh  A Lake  Erie  Railroad  Company,  II.5 

Skinner,  L.  A.,  et  ah,  vs.  The  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company,  SG 

Slate  Belt  Electric  Street  Railway  Company,  John  H.  Jackson,  vs TO 

Sleeping  car,  rate  for  rent,  Johnstown  to  Altoona ,-,3 

Smith,  Fred,  vs..  The  Pennsylvania  Railroad  (Company dd 

Smith.  Matthew  and  Leonard  Johnson  vs.  Philadelphia  & Reading  Railway 
Company 

*■  ( i 

»■  outh  I ennyyivania  Railroad,  abandonment  of  construction  operations  on...  “iT 
South  I ennsylvania  Railway  (Company,  Residents  along  the  right-of-way  of 

the  South  I’ennsylvania  Railway  Company,  vs r,7 

Sparks,  burning  of  farm  land  by S.'i-GG 

Stanton,  Frank  W.  & Company  vs.  The  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company,  ..  NT 

StaiiMood.  I.  H. , vs.  Lehigh  A alley  Railroad  Comiian.v 

Station  erection  of,  IMarsh  Run 4^- 

facilities,  abandonment  of,  Bodine 34 

facilities,  Crosby,  

facilities,  (renesee,  ..  c- 

facilities,  Lottsville H,.-, 

facilities,  Rockwood,  -j-q 

facilities,  Stokesdale  .Junction,  49 

facilities,  Templeton,  

facilities,  ITl.vsses,  444 

facilities,  closing  at  certain  hours  to  the  inconvenience  of  the  public,  3J 

facilities,  ])etition  for  change  of  location  at  Hunter's  Run .IT 

location  of,  4144  414- 

location  of,  at  McCalls  Ferrv,  ....  ' 

passenger,  dangerous  approach  to,  at  Irwin,  -,.5 

pasenger,  location  of,  at  East  Falls 54 

Steel  castings,  classification  of.  Clearfield  to  Beech  ('reek 44 

Stimaul,  J.  T. , vs.  The  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company,  TS 
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.Stitziuger,  G.  G.,  Claim  of,  vs.  Baltimore  & Ohio  Railroad  Comirany,  51 

Stonebraker,  William  W.,  vs.  The  I’ullman  Companj’,  53 

Stopover  privileges,  91 

Street  railway,  abandonment  of  stop  at  llohe,  60 

cars,  condition  of 110 


cliarges  excessive  on  shipment  live  stock,  Carlisle  to  New  Cumber- 


land , 

connections  at  Newtown,  

crowded  cars,  

draft  in  cars,  

exchange  tickets,  redemption  of,  

failure  to  stop  on  signal,  _ 

fare  excessive,  Library  Acres,  to  f'anonsburg,  

fare  excessive,  Allentown  to  Wescoeville,  

fare  excessive,  llaucli  Chunk  to  Flag  Staff,  

front  platforms,  

headlights,  ..; 

inadequate  accommodations,  

inadequate  schedule,  

petition  for  betterment  of  serxice  and  elimination  of  grade 

rates  of  fare,  Altoona  to  Bell  wood,  

rates  of  fare,  Fort  Washington  to  Ambler,  

rates  of  fare,  liilton  and  Lewisburg,  

rates  of  fare,  IJcKeesport  to  Pittsl)urgh,  

rates  of  fare,  within  borougii  limits  of  I’ottsville,  . . .' 

rates  of  fare,  Rockville  to  Harrisburg,  

reporting  mj  accidents,  

service,  in  general,  

service,  Germantown,  
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crossings,  . 30 

63 

38 
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unheated  cars,  

unsafe  and  inadequate  operating  conditions,  

Stroudsburg  & Bushkill  Telephone  Company.  John  S.  Biesecker,  vs., 

Sugar  Grove,  Freehold  and  Pittsfield,  Warren  county.  Pa.,  Citizens  of,  vs. 

Erie  Railroad  Company 
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Telegram,  alleged  overcharge  on  failure  to  deliver,  

Telephone,  connections  with  other  companies,  

discrimination  in  granting  free  .service 

free  trial  service,  

free  service,  discrimination  in  granting 

operating  conditions,  

private  branch  exchange,  refusal  to  connect  with 

rates,  discrimination  in,  

refusal  to  extend  lines,  

refusal  to  permit  connections  with  North  East  Telephone  Co.,.. 

refusal  to  receive  or  transmit  messages 

refusal  to  renew  contract  except  at  increased  rate, 

residence  service,  rate  discriminatory,  Johnstown 

service  discrimination  in  rate,  

Thurston,  J.  E. , Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company,  

Tickets,  commutation,  refusal  to  sell  half  price 

excursion,  refusal  to  allow  stop  over 

monthly,  refund  of  cash  upon  subsequent  presentation 

monthly,  refund  on  unused  portion  of,  

refusal  to  accept  for  passage  in  opposite  direction  between  two 

points,  

refusal  to  sell  return,  Lansdale  to  Scranton,  

connections  at  Rlairsville  Intersection,  

Train  connections,  Finley ville,  

passenger  service,  

service,  Kennard 

stoppage  of,  at  Woodlawn,  

unsafe  operation  of,  

Tressler,  C.  C. , vs.  The  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company  and  Philadelphia 

& Reading  Railway  Company,  

Tower,  J.  W.,  vs.  Bessemer  & Lake  Erie  Railroad  Company 

LRysses,  Pa.,  Citizens  of,  vs.  New  York  Central  & Hudson  River  Rail- 
road Company,  

Fnion  Charcoal  Company  vs.  The  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company 

United  States  Express  Company,  Howard  R.  Moyer,  vs., 

Fred  C.  Yingst.  vs 

United  States  Navy  Yard,  Employees  of,  vs.  Philadelphia  Rapid  Transit 
Company,  

Unsafe  operation  of  trains  at  Woodlawn 

Valley  Traction  Company,  Webster  M.  Prowell,  vs., 

Ventilation  of  cars  containing  shipments  of  eggs. 

Wagon,  overcharge,  Radnor  to  Wolfsburg 

Waid,  L.  G.,  vs.  Pittsburgh  & Lake  Erie  Railroad  Company, 

Walker  Electric  Company,  vs.  The  Baltimore  & Ohio  Railroad  Company,.. 
Washington  County,  Residents  of,  vs.  The  Baltimore  & Ohio  Railroad  Co... 
Webb,  VVilmer  VI.,  vs.  The  I’ennsylvania  Railroad  Oomiiany, 

Weights  on  shipments,  delay  in  furnishing  bill  of  lading 

Wilfong,  Robert  M.,  vs.  The  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company 

Wilke.s-Barro  & Eastern  Railroad  Company  and  New  York,  Susquehanna  & 

Western  Railroad  Company,  C.  Howard  Palmer,  vs 

Wilkes-Barre,  Dallas  & Harve.vs  Lake  Railway  Company,  Paine  and  Com- 
pany, Ltd.,  vs.,  

Wilkoff  Brothers  Company  vs.  Pittsburgh  & Lake  Erie  Railroad  Company,.. 
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vs.  Delaware  i!t  Hudson  Company,  gg 
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